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ABSTRACT
Several important lines of inquiry have been developed during the past fifty 
years to study the complex nature of educational organizations. In particular, theorists, 
researchers, and educational policy makers have become increasingly concerned about 
the effectiveness of educational institutions. Recently, significant research and policy 
maker attention has been focused on issues o f effectiveness of higher education. The 
Cooperative Extension Services as ancillary outreach units of state land grant 
universities are no exception and the extant literature has been focused primarily on 
outcomes as organizational effectiveness measures. This study addresses the need to 
develop more comprehensive conceptual frameworks for studying perceived 
organizational effectiveness in settings of higher education that link organizational and 
personal features with perceived organizational effectiveness measures.
This investigation used a large sample survey and quantitative methods in five 
states (Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin) to examine 
relationships between human efficacy, culture and perceived organizational 
effectiveness. An argument was made that efficacy and strong culture are key elements 
of effective state Extension Service organizations. Professional organizational culture 
is hypothesized to be positively affected by strong efficacy beliefs o f organizational 
members which may serve to enhance the organizations’ effectiveness. Measures of 
human efficacy, professional organizational culture and perceived organizational 
effectiveness were developed to explore linkages among the variables.
xiii
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Results of the study showed that perceived organizational effectiveness is 
largely explained by personal and environmental characteristics of the organization -  
the organizational culture (professional values, relationships, reflection and 
collaboration) and the human efficacy (self, office workgroup and organizational).
xiv
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Overview
People within organizations do not work in social isolation and must function 
together to improve the effectiveness of an organization. There are many personal and 
organizational factors that influence organizational behavior (Bandura, 1995). Finding 
ways to improve organizational effectiveness is a key goal for state Cooperative 
Extension Services throughout the country (Rasmussen, 1989). In this study a model of 
organizations and their effectiveness from the perspective of organizational culture and 
social cognitive theory is investigated.
A conceptual model was developed and tested to provide a framework for 
considering organizational variables. In the model, individual and collective behaviors 
of organizational members are conceived as producing organizational effectiveness 
within higher education ancillary units — Cooperative Extension Services. The 
mediating variable of interest was the human efficacy of higher education professionals 
as individuals and as a group. The theoretical perspectives guiding the investigation are 
professional organizational culture, social cognitive learning, and organizational 
effectiveness.
The chapter begins with a brief review of the study context. A conceptual 
framework is presented, followed by the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, 
significance of the study, and a summary of variable definitions. Research hypotheses 
and questions guiding the investigation are then enumerated. The chapter ends with 
limitations and assumptions of the study.
1
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Context of the Study
Contextual considerations of the investigation include the setting and variables 
of interest — professional organizational culture, human efficacy (self and group) in 
organizations, and perceived organizational effectiveness. The setting for the study was 
ancillary units of state land-grant universities — state Cooperative Extension Services.
State Land-erant Universities’ Cooperative Extension Services
The historical mission of public higher education has encompassed a threefold 
focus: teaching, conducting research, and providing service to all citizens (National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges [NASULGC], 1995).
Within the broad landscape of higher education, Cooperative Extension Services found 
at each state land-grant college and university have provided a portion of the service 
function of higher education since the early 1900s. State Cooperative Extension 
Services are charged with providing practical and useful research-based educational 
information to all citizens. This is typically achieved through a cooperative effort with 
state agricultural experiment station faculty and other university researchers 
(NASULGC, 1995). Each state receives federal, state, and local funds to provide for 
operation o f  state Cooperative Extension Services.
State Cooperative Extension Services have focused their educational outreach to 
assist farmers with research-based information to improve agriculture (Campbell,
1995). Additional outreach efforts include 4-H Youth Development programs and 
assistance to families with family and consumer science education. Traditionally, most 
Cooperative Extension Service professionals at the state and county level have been
2
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hired with college degrees in agriculture, vocational education, or family/consumer
sciences.
The natures of program/discipline areas within state Cooperative Extension 
Services are different. Agriculture, agricultural economics and natural resources as a 
program/discipline are natural sciences, while youth development, family/consumer 
science, and leadership development programs/disciplines are human/social sciences. 
Cooperative Extension Service professionals’ work roles are performed at several 
levels: county, district, state and administrative. Additionally, they generally work at 
these various levels in different disciplines/program areas of agriculture, youth 
development and family/consumer science (White, 1999).
The effectiveness of all educational institutions has been of paramount concern 
to the general public as well as education insiders and researchers over the past century. 
In particular, interest in universities and colleges as effective organizations has emerged 
in the past decade resulting in a wealth of literature on highei*education effectiveness 
(Bok, 1982; Dillman, Christenson, Salant & Warner, 1995; D’Souza, 1991; Kellogg 
Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant Universities, 1999; Kerr, 1997). 
Most of the performance criteria found in research conducted in higher education 
settings has focused on institutional assessment of outcomes: goal accomplishment, 
productivity and efficiency (e.g., student enrollment, graduation rates, and the 
production of knowledge through research activities conducted by faculty and graduate 
students) (Terenzini, 2000).
3
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Public scrutiny and criticism regarding the effectiveness of institutions of higher 
education have increased in recent years due to concerns about issues like the growth in 
student enrollment, limited resources, faculty activities, fiscal mismanagement, student 
achievement, intercollegiate athletic program abuses, and student access issues (Lucas, 
1996; Winston, 1992).
Institutions of higher education o f which state Cooperative Extension Services 
are a part can be considered complex organizations that include cultural, individual, 
structural, and political dimensions (Clark, 2000; Clarke, 1997; Masland, 2000;
Tiemey, 2000). The behavior of organizations, generally and higher education 
specifically, is tied to the dynamic relationships between these dimensions and the 
constraints placed on them by external environmental factors (Bandura, 1995). Further, 
effective systems have congruence among these organizational elements (Hoy &
Miskel, 1996).
This study was designed in response to the emerging literatures derived from the 
study of higher education institutions as organizations, human efficacy research as it 
relates to individual and organizational elements and state Extension Services as 
effective organizations. It was designed as a conceptual and empirical extension to 
several recent investigations that have attempted to establish relationships between 
characteristics of educational institutions as complex and dynamic social systems and 
multiple organizational variables (Cavanagh, 1997; Clarke, 1997; Davis, Ellett &
Rugutt, 1999; Dellinger, 2001; Ellett, et al, 1999; Loup, 1994). In the section that 
follows a brief review of literature of the variables o f interest are presented.
4
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Variables of Interest
The variables of interest in this study are perceived organizational effectiveness, 
professional organizational culture and human efficacy in organizations. A brief review 
of literature on each study variable follows. A more detailed review o f the literature 
can be found in Chapter Two.
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
During the past thirty years organizational effectiveness has been an important 
concept in organizational theory. Classical organizational management theories have 
dominated the study of organizational effectiveness and the operations of educational 
institutions until recent decades. Until the 1960's, research on the effectiveness of 
organizations centered on the notion of organizational performance, and goal (outcome) 
accomplishment.
Traditionally, educational institutions have been viewed as closed organizations 
and determined to be effective to the degree that they achieve established goals 
(outputs). According to Hoy and Miskel (1996), this view of institutional effectiveness 
continues to dominate the public’s and policymakers’ paradigm of educational 
institutions today. Cameron (1978) states that new conceptualizations of effective 
organizations, particularly in higher education settings, have emerged and received 
critical acceptance from researchers and some educational practitioners. These new 
conceptualizations acknowledge that effective organizations, particularly educational 
institutions, have other relevant dimensions that capture their complex and dynamic
5
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nature. According to Cameron (1978)»goal achievement alone is inadequate to explain, 
effectiveness in modem educational organizations.
In the 1960s and 1970s, researchers began viewing organizations as open, 
complex and dynamic systems (Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Peterson, 2000). Additionally, 
research showed that organizations had formal and informal structures, rational and 
irrational features, and planned and unplanned characteristics (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). In 
the open system view of organizations, natural and rational organizational elements 
combine within a system that is open to the environment.
In the late seventies, the systems-resource model of educational organization 
effectiveness emerged from the organization-as-open-system paradigm (Hoy & Miskel,
1996). This model of educational effectiveness was viewed as determined by 
procurement of resources, organizational growth, harmonious operation, adaption, and 
survival occurring within a dynamic transformative process. Criticisms of the systems- 
resource model of organizational effectiveness include placing too much emphasis on 
acquisition of resources (organizational inputs) at the expense of outcomes 
(organizational outputs) and being a goal model in disguise where gaining resources is 
the overarching organization goat (Kirchhoff, 1977; Scott, 1977; Steers, 1977).
Hoy & Miskel (1996) and Nadler (1998) currently suggest that an integration of 
the two approaches (goal and system-resource models) provides the best model for 
evaluating educational organizational effectiveness. These researchers view this 
integrated model to capture the complexity and multidimensionality of modem 
educational institutions where assessment measures for inputs, throughputs, and outputs
6
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are considered as indicators o f effectiveness. Hoy and Miskel (1996) were influenced 
by the Parsons (1960) model of effective organizations that suggested organizations 
must exercise four functions: adaptation, goal achievement, integration, and efficiency. 
They suggest that these functions apply to educational organizations and should be 
considered in a conceptualization of school effectiveness.
In a model o f organizational effectiveness, Mott (1972) suggested integrating 
five indicators of an organization’s performance — product quantity, product quality, 
flexibility, adaptability, and efficiency. He posited that organizational effectiveness is 
an important effectiveness criterion in a variety of organizational settings, including 
hospitals and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. Researchers have 
conducted research using Mott’s conceptual model and adaptation of instrumentation 
and confirmed perceived organizational effectiveness to be a valid organizational 
effectiveness element in schools (Bobbett, 2001; Claudet, 1993; Loup, 1994; Olivier, 
2001) and higher education settings (Clarke, 1997).
In reviewing the literature mentioned above, many of the organizational 
effectiveness studies have focused narrowly on achievement of organizational 
outcomes. Further, some of the more recent research mentioned indicate that this 
narrow construction of organizational effectiveness does not reflect the complexity and 
dynamic nature o f organizational effectiveness as it relates to organizational and 
individual member characteristics (Clarke, 1997; Peterson, 2000). This study addresses 
this issue by investigating hypothesized relationships between professional 
organizational culture, human efficacy elements, organizational and group effectiveness
7
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in the context of state Cooperative Extension Services where all variablesare viewed as 
complex, multi-dimensional and dynamic constructs.
Professional Organizational Culture
During the past twenty years, researchers have proposed that strong professional 
organizational culture is a characteristic of effective business organizations (Deal & 
Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Taking a cue from the world of business 
management and effectiveness, academic researchers have sought to understand the 
effects of the culture of educational institutions (Dill, 1982; Sergiovanni & Corbally, 
1984; Wyer, 1982).
Schein (1990,1991) views organizational culture to be the basic assumptions of 
group members that emerge as the group copes with internal and external influences. 
Getzels and Gubas (1957) viewed educational institutions as social systems that consist 
of interactive dimensions of the individual, informal groups, and formal organization. 
Hoy and Miskel (1996) conceptualize culture of an educational organization as a special 
identity that develops from shared norms, values and assumptions of the participants.
Cavanaugh (1997) identified six elements of organizational culture found within 
Australian schools: transformational leadership, shared planning, collegiality, 
collaboration, professional values, and learning. Olivier, Bobbett, Ellett & Rugutt 
(1998) used Cavanaugh’s conceptual model in American school settings and confirmed 
five dimensions o f culture: shared vision, professional growth, professional 
commitment, collegial interactions/relations, and professional support. Ellett (1999) 
also used a revision o f Cavanaugh’s (1997) school culture instrument in American
8
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educational settings and verified three dimensions of school culture: leadership/vision, 
professional commitment, and collegiality/learning.
Factorial analysis procedures in large scale studies have showed that 
professional organizational culture may be best understood as how vision and 
leadership are shared by members in the organization, the strength o f professional 
relationships and teamwork, and the value placed upon professional learning 
(Cavanaugh, 1997; Ellett, 1999).
Research on the culture dimension o f leadership has focused on leaders’ unique 
traits (Bass, 1990), situational factors (Mann, 1959; Stodgill, 1948), leader behavior 
(Halpin, 1966), contingency leadership models (Fiedler, 1967), and transformational 
leadership models (Bass, 1985; Bums, 1978). Transformational leaders help to create a 
shared organizational vision o f where they want the organization to go (Bass, 1990).
Scholars and researchers have cited the importance of establishing an 
organization-wide vision as a component of strong organizational culture, leadership 
and organizational effectiveness (Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Kouzes & Posner, 1997; 
Peters & Austin, 1985). According to Wilhelm (1996), leaders must have vision, 
mental imagery o f where to go and the ability to articulate and persuade others to move 
in that direction. In the Cooperative Extension Service context, Patterson (1998) 
claims that the benchmarks by which all the behavior and activities o f the organization 
are judged are its values, vision and mission. Sandmann and Vandenberg (1995) view 
as essential the ability of Cooperative Extension Service professionals to develop a 
future-focused, shared vision built on individual and group strengths.
9
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Researchers claim professional commitment to bean element of strong 
professional organizational culture (Ellett, 1999; Fullan and Steigelbauer, 1991; Olivier, 
et al., 1998; Sergiovanni, 1984). They view professional commitment as professionals’ 
perceptions about their work to achieve educational goals, and committed educators are 
considered to have a sense of moral purpose in their mission of education. Sergiovanni 
(1984) notes that covenants exist in strong cultures between organizational members 
that include professional commitment to honor beliefs, values and goals.
Cavanagh (1997) notes that one aspect of organizational culture -  collegiality -  
is concerned with the cultivation of interpersonal relationships that can range from 
isolationism to high collegiality. He views organizations to often have complex 
situations that call for more expertise than an individual organizational member can 
provide. In such circumstances, teamwork among colleagues is required (Dalin, Rolff 
& Kleekamp, 1993).
Fullan and Steigelbauer (1991) write of collegiality and learning among 
educational professionals as interactive professionalism. Interactive professionalism 
within institutions would be evidenced by frequent communication, small groups 
working to plan and solve problems, sharing and testing new ideas, and evaluating 
effectiveness.
Several Extension scholars and researchers take the view that one component of 
collegiality is teamwork and it is thought to be critical to organizational effectiveness 
(Boone, 1990; Ladewig & Rohs, 2000; Patterson, 1998; Yates, 1990). Extension 
researchers citing influence from Senge’s (1990) learning organization
10
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conceptualization posit that effective state Cooperative Extension Service organizations 
and its professionals must become learning organizations to maximize organizational 
effectiveness (Braun, 1995; Sandmann & Vandenberg, 1995; Warner, Hinrichs, 
Schneyer, Joyce, 1998).
Considered collectively, the previously mentioned literature reveals that 
professional organizational culture has been considered the most basic and fundamental 
dimension of an organization and noted as complex, multifaceted, and difficult to 
understand (Geertz, 1973; Schein, 1991). Further, understanding professional 
organizational culture is viewed as key to discerning how complex educational 
organizations operate effectively and has implications for improving educational 
practices (Corbally, 1984).
No known studies have been conducted that looks at how organizational culture 
and human efficacy beliefs might be related to effectiveness in Cooperative Extension 
Services. In reviewing the literature, it seems important to understand the role of 
professional organizational culture in state Cooperative Extension Service settings as 
related to perceived organizational effectiveness and to human efficacy beliefs.
Further, the literature reveals that perhaps the professional organizational culture o f 
Cooperative Extension Services may best be understood in terms of how leadership, 
values and vision are shared in the organization, how committed the members are, how 
strong the professional relationships are, how well professionals work together, and 
how much value members place on professional learning as a way to improve practices 
and effectiveness.
11
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Human Efficacy in Organizations ^
Efficacy is a construct that has emerged from the voluminous work of Albert 
Bandura within a social cognitive theory of human behavior (1977,1989,1995, 1997). 
According to Bandura (1997) virtually all people try to influence the things in life that 
affect them. Personal or self efficacy has been determined to be a key feature o f human 
agency and is also conceived in terms of triadic reciprocal determinism (Bandura,
1997). Exercises of personal agency that produce sought after outcomes and prevent 
undesired ones provide strong motivation for individuals. Studies have confirmed 
efficacy is a key element in both individual, small group or organizational behavior and 
can be understood in terms of a triadic reciprocal causation model where personal 
factors, the environment, and behavior all interact as determinants of the other 
(Bandura, 1997). The next section presents a brief review of literature regarding the 
efficacy beliefs o f the individual or as Bandura (1977) titled it years ago -  self efficacy.
SsltiEIttaKy
Perceived self efficacy has been described by Bandura (1997) as “beliefs in 
one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce 
given attainments” (p. 3). Clarke (1997) views self efficacy as an individuars appraisal 
about their ability to arrange and affect a course of action necessary to achieve an 
assured level o f accomplishment.
Strong personal perceptions o f efficacy have been linked to personal 
effectiveness, whereas weak perceptions of self efficacy have been linked to fewer 
desirable outcomes (Bandura, 1997). Self efficacy perceptions have been found to
12
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affect selection of courses of action, the amount of effort put forth on a  given 
undertaking, the length of perseverance on the endeavor in the face of obstacles, how 
resilient they are following setbacks, thought perceptions (positive or negative), the 
degree of depression experienced when coping with difficult demands of the 
environment and the level of achievements realized (Bandura, 1997). Four sources of 
high efficacy have been noted including successful task experiences, physiological 
arousal, verbal persuasion, and modeling (Bandura, 1986,1993,1997; Hoy & Miskel,
1996).
Group Efficacy
Human functioning is entrenched in social circumstances. Though collective 
efforts, the lives of people can be improved by changing the character and behaviors of 
social systems. In organizations, activities are focused on goals accomplished within 
organizational structures through efforts that are collective or by groups or subgroups. 
Perceived group efficacy is concerned with a social system’s belief in its ability to 
perform and be effective as a collective whole. Bandura (1993, 1997) has suggested 
that efficacy can be analyzed as a group phenomenon, yet group efficacy has received 
limited research attention. Clarke (1997) in a rare efficacy study in higher education 
settings found that what faculty members believe about their abilities affects their view 
of their organization’s effectiveness.
Some researchers have found that strong beliefs in a group’s efficacy result in 
stronger efforts to participate in collective efforts to alter policies and practices (Marsh, 
1977; Weigman, Taal, Van den Bogaard & Guttenling, 1992; Wollman & Strouder,
13
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1991). Bandura(1995) suggests that individuals in both individualistic and collectivist 
cultures can feel equally efficacious. Earley’s research (1993) supports this view, in 
that he found efficacy levels of both individualistic and collectivistic types of 
individuals predicted performance in both individualistic and collectivist settings.
No know studies have been conducted that have looked at efficacy beliefs 
(individual or group) o f Cooperative Extension Service professionals or organizations 
as it may be related to organizational characteristics. The literature mentioned 
previously clearly supports the notion that human efficacy (self, group and 
organizational) is linked to characteristics of all organizations. This includes 
relationships with organizational characteristics like culture and effectiveness of the 
organization. Thus, it seems important to confirm these relationships also exist within 
the context of state Cooperative Extension Services.
Conceptual Framework 
According to Bandura (1995), individuals in organizations do not function in 
social isolation and must work together to change organizations for the better. He 
views efficacy beliefs not only as affecting how individuals think, feel, motivate 
themselves, and act, but also as influencing how individuals within groups and 
organizations think, feel, provide for motivation, and act because they influence what 
collective goals are set, how much effort is put forth by the group, how long the group 
will persevere in the face of barriers, and the groups' resiliency to group failures. 
Organizations are influenced and changed by the behavior of members of the 
organization both as individuals and as groups (Bandura, 1997).
14
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The conceptual framework for this investigation borrows from and extends 
organizational constructs of professional organizational culture and human efficacy to 
guide the development of a model o f  perceived organizational effectiveness. The 
model proposes that linkages exist between perceived organizational effectiveness, 
professional organizational culture, and human efficacy (See Figure 1). Professional 
organizational culture and human efficacy are thought to contribute to the affective, 
cognitive and behavioral processes that occur in state Cooperative Extension Service 
work. These two variables are linked to perceptions that Cooperative Extension Service 
professionals have about the effectiveness of their state organization.
The conceptual basis for this study closely mirrors Bandura’s (1997) model of 
triadic reciprocal causation (see Figure 2). In Bandura’s model of triadic reciprocal 
causation, three elements (personal characteristics, environment and behavior) interact 
with one another in a dynamic, reciprocal fashion. The hypothesized model for this 
investigation proposes that the personal characteristic of self efficacy, the 
environmental characteristics of group efficacy and professional organizational culture 
and the organizational behaviors of organizational and office workgroup effectiveness 
are related. Further one would expect that these variables o f  professional organizational 
culture, human efficacy and perceived organizational effectiveness as having dynamic, 
reciprocal relationships.
In this study, the variable -  human efficacy is viewed as embedded within 
professional organizational culture. Consistent with current theory and research 
(Bandura, 1997), efficacy is conceived of emerging from the interaction o f personal
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Figure 2. Triadic Reciprocal Causation Model of Human Agency
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factors, the environment, and behaviorofindividualrand groups. Farther, also 
consistent with research (Bandura, 1997) office workgroups and organizations are 
viewed as holding efficacy beliefs. Conceptually, the genesis of human efficacy is 
thought to be successful mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, 
and aroused states (affective and physiological) as Bandura (1993,1997) proposes. 
Therefore, when individuals or groups are successful in their organizational endeavors, 
when they have opportunity to observe others being successful at organizational 
activities, when they have experiences where organizational knowledge is shared 
verbally and when they are interested and excited about their organizational 
undertakings, organizational members and groups are more likely to have strong 
efficacy beliefs.
Human efficacy is thought to operate as causal factors in behavioral functioning, 
and according to Bandura (1993) influences “how people feel, think, motivate 
themselves and behave” (p. 117). Thus, as efficacy is strengthened, motivation is 
increased, learning is enhanced, challenging goals are selected, more effort is put forth, 
persistence is greater when difficulties emerge, and resiliency to failures is heightened. 
These efficacy influenced actions in turn result in higher perceptions by organizational 
members of organizational effectiveness at productivity, efficiency, flexibility and 
adaptability. Further, the cycle continues and as efficacy beliefs increase, perceptions of 
organizational effectiveness increase, and on and on.
Conceptually, this is posited as also working in reverse. If human efficacy 
beliefs of organizational members are weak, this is thought to produce lower
18
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perceptions of organizational effectiveness. Thus, if there are negative views about the 
organizations’ ability to accomplish goals, to persist in spite of challenges, then this in 
turn predicts negative views of organizational effectiveness at productivity, efficiency, 
adaptability and flexibility and the cycle continues with ever diminishing efficacy 
beliefs and perceptions of effectiveness.
Consistent with Bandura’s research (1997), in this model beliefs of efficacy are 
viewed as important features of organizational culture that are constructed and shared in 
a variety of ways. Thus, collective or group efficacy of organizational members is 
understood to pertain to the organizational memberships’ beliefs regarding their 
collective ability to accomplish goals, innovations, and organizational change. Both 
self and group efficacy are seen as relevant to organizations and their culture as 
Bandura (1987) proposes.
Conceptually, the nature of the relationship between the efficacy of the 
organizational members and professional organizational culture is thought to be 
dynamic, reciprocal and continuously changing. As perceptions of strong professional 
organizational culture (strong professional relationships, frequent collaborations, 
professional reflection, shared vision, strong professional values) increase, human 
efficacy beliefs about the organizations’ ability to accomplish organizational goals 
increase and professionals continue to be highly motivated in spite of challenges. 
Further, they desire to persist in spite of challenges. The resulting strong efficacy 
beliefs are in turn thought to again result in even stronger professional organizational 
culture and so it continues in an iterative fashion.
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Conversely, weak professional organizational culture is thought to adversely 
affect the strength of human efficacy, which in turn negatively impacts or weakens 
professional organizational culture. This can continue in a perpetual fashion resulting 
in ever weakening culture and efficacy (Bandura, 1997).
Another conceptual feature of the proposed model of perceived organizational 
effectiveness is that perceived culture deprivation among state Cooperative Extension 
Service professionals may result when the strength of desired culture elements differs 
from the strength of actual elements of culture. The discrepancy found between actual 
and preferred culture by professionals is thought to arise from their assessment of the 
needs regarding professional organizational culture, work motivation and job 
satisfaction (Ellett, 2000). Thus, when the culture is strong and culture deprivation as 
perceived by state Cooperative Extension Service staff as low, it may be that perceived 
organizational effectiveness is increased. Conversely, when Cooperative Extension 
Service professionals view culture as weak and culture deprivation as high, it may be 
that perceived organizational effectiveness is diminished.
To reiterate, in this model organizational efficacy, embedded within 
professional organizational culture, is thought to impact Extension professionals’ 
perceptions of the effectiveness of Extension organizations. The quantity and quality of 
products produced, efficiency, flexibility, and adaptability of the organization are 
indications of organizational effectiveness (Mott, 1972). The organizational 
environmental factor of professional organizational culture is viewed as professionals 
who have collegial relationships, share a common vision and leadership within the
20
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
organization, and have a sense of commitment to the organization (Ellett, 1999).
Strong efficacy (individual and group) is seen as positively impacting the members’ 
behaviors, the organizational environment (professional organizational culture) and 
subsequent effectiveness of the organization (Bandura, 1997). The linkage between 
efficacy, professional organizational culture, and perceived organizational effectiveness 
is dynamic and evolutionary (Bandura, 1997).
No known studies of relationships among these variables are known in the 
research literature in the Cooperative Extension Service context. Therefore, this study 
addresses linkages between these variables that have been shown in other 
organizational contexts. If these linkages hold, then the findings will add to the 
generalizability of the relationship between professional organizational culture, human 
efficacy and perceived organizational effectiveness and provide information potentially 
useful for enhancing the development of state Cooperative Extension Services in higher 
education as well.
Statement of Problem
The problem addressed by this study is fourfold. First, no empirical studies 
have been conducted in higher education settings regarding linkages between these 
three organizational variables: professional organizational culture, human efficacy and 
perceived organizational effectiveness. In particular, no investigations have been 
conducted of these organizational features within the setting of the Cooperative 
Extension Service units of land-grant institutions. A review of the literature revealed 
concern regarding the continued effectiveness and relevance of state Cooperative
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Extension Services (Apps, 1993; Decker^ Noble &Call, 1989; Hightower,. 1972; Patton, 
1987; U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1994; Warner, 1993). Much o f this literature on 
higher education and state Cooperative Extension Services has been suppositional or 
descriptive at best, and few empirical studies have included efficacy. (A notable 
exception is Clarke, 1997).
Second, while the literature supports the view that professional organizational 
culture and perceived organizational effectiveness are complex, multidimensional and 
dynamic in nature, empirical studies of these variables in higher education settings have 
seldom investigated these variables as complex, multidimensional and dynamic 
constructs (Bensimon, Neumann, & Bimbuam, 2000; Clarke, 1997; Hoy and Miskel, 
1996; Smircich, 1983). Subsequently, there is no clear consensus on definitions 
regarding these variables in higher education institutions.
A third facet o f the problem pertains to the limited number of measures of the 
constructs of higher education culture, efficacy, and effectiveness (Clarke, 1997, 
Masland, 2000; Smith and Ellett, 2000). Existing measures lack the comprehensiveness 
to adequately assess the multidimensional aspects and sheer complexity of these 
constructs in unique higher education settings (Peterson, 2000). The measures typically 
used have not been developed in a manner that establishes acceptable psychometric 
properties (i.e., validity and reliability) (Peterson, 2000). In other cases, the measures 
seem inappropriate for the specific situation of higher education, particularly 
Cooperative Extension Service units o f land-grant institutions.
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Finally, a review of the literature reveals that no conceptual models have been 
developed to test linkages between the complex variables of professional organizational 
culture, human efficacy and perceptions of organizational effectiveness in state 
Cooperative Extension Services.
Purposes of the Study
The purposes of this study was fourfold. First, this study used literature to 
develop a theory-rich conceptual model of perceived organizational effectiveness 
examining the variables of organizational effectiveness, human efficacy and 
professional organizational culture in a unique higher education setting — state 
Cooperative Extension Services. Second, the investigation developed and piloted new 
measures and adapted some existing measures of the study variables.
Third, psychometric properties of the new and adapted instruments were 
examined using a large-scale data base. Finally, the results were analyzed and 
interpreted to test the research hypotheses, research questions and the empirical 
viability of the original conceptual framework that the study explored.
Significance of Study
Studies that broaden our understanding of the factors that affect higher 
education institutions are important for several reasons. First, concerns have emerged 
regarding effectiveness of colleges and universities and the services they perform 
(Campbell, 1995; Kellogg Commission on the Future of Land-Grant Colleges and 
Universities, 1999; Kerr, 1997; Lucas, 1996). Further, the continued effectiveness and 
relevance of state Cooperative Extension Services have been noted as a critical
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organizational issues (Apps, 1993; Decker, Noble & Call, 1989; Hightower, T972r 
Patton, 1987; U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1994; Warner, 1993). This study 
provides information that can shed light on performance and accountability issues in 
specific higher education settings by helping us learn more about characteristics of 
higher education institutions as they are related to perceived organizational 
effectiveness.
Second, as suggested by Peterson and Spencer (2000), this study examined the 
perceived organizational effectiveness of higher education institutions from the 
perspective of professional organizational culture. Masland (2000) notes that it is 
important to understand culture in higher education settings because of the valuable 
insights it can provide such as prediction o f organizational effectiveness and strength of 
efficacy beliefs. A review o f the literature reveals that many of the previous 
investigations of higher education culture have been case studies or ethnographic 
designs that may not be generalizable. Further, few empirical studies have examined 
state Cooperative Extension Services from a broad cultural viewpoint.
Third, while much is known about self efficacy, less is known about efficacy 
levels o f groups, particularly of higher education professionals. Fourth, this study 
addresses the development o f new measures of culture, human efficacy and the 
effectiveness of higher education organizations.
Finally, this investigation can offer valuable information for individuals 
interested in the organizational effectiveness of state Cooperative Extension Services. 
Perceptions of professionals regarding organizational issues affect their professional
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behavior (Bandura, 1997). Such information can inform Cooperative Extension Service 
leaders and assist them as they develop strategies to strengthen existing professional 
organizational culture, human efficacy, and improve state Cooperative Extension 
Service effectiveness.
Conceptual and Operational Definitions of the The Study Variables
Independent Variables 
Professional Organizational Culture
Conceptual Definition. For this study, professional organizational culture is 
defined as the professional members’ perceptions of values, beliefs, norms (formal and 
informal), meanings, interests, and assumptions that emerge from accepted professional 
standards, principles, and ethics shared by Extension professionals. These orientations 
are considered valid and effective enough by members to be taught to new members as 
the way to view, think, feel, and act in their work environment.
Operational Definition. In this study, the professional organizational culture 
construct and elements of leadership and vision, collegiality and learning, and 
professional commitment was operationalized by the Cooperative Extension Service 
Culture Elements Survey (CESCES). The CESCES is an adaptation of two measures: a 
culture subscale of the Child Welfare Survey (CWS) by Ellett, (2000) designed for 
child welfare workers and the Revised School Culture Elements Questionnaire 
(RSCEQ) refined by Ellett (1999) for American educational settings. Ellett (1999) 
modified the School Culture Elements Questionnaire (SCEQ) originally developed for 
Australian school settings by Cavanagh, Dellar and Giddings (1997). The SCEQ,
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RSCEQ and the CESCES used in this study assesses two perspectives of organizational 
members -  how my organization actually is and how I  prefer it to be -  to obtain a 
culture deprivation score.
Human Efficacy
Conceptual Definition of Self Efficacy. Individual self efficacy is defined as 
one’s personal belief in the capability to organize and execute the courses of action 
necessary to produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997).
Conceptual Definition of Office Workgroup Efficacy. Office workgroup 
efficacy is the collective efficacy belief of office workgroup members regarding the 
office workgroups’ ability to organize and execute the courses of action necessary to 
produce desired attainments.
Conceptual Definition of Organizational Efficacy. Organizational efficacy is 
the collective efficacy belief of the entire organization membership regarding the 
organization’s ability to organize and execute the courses of action necessary to 
produce desired organizational attainments.
Operational Definition of Self. Office Workgroup and Organizational 
Efficacy. Faculty individual, office workgroup and organizational efficacy were 
operationalized using the Extension Self Efficacy Assessment (ESEA), the Extension 
Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA) and the Extension Organizational Efficacy 
Assessment (EOEA). These new measures were developed specifically for this study.
It draws upon both the Teacher Self and Group Efficacy Assessment developed by
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Ellett (1993) and the Teacher Efficacy Beliefs Scales, developed for school settings 
(Bobbett, Dellinger, Ellett & Olivier, 2000; Dellinger, 2001).
Dependent Variable 
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness
Conceptual Definition. In this investigation, the multidimensional and 
complex concept of perceived organizational effectiveness is defined as the degree to 
which an organizational condition exists whereby faculty members are able to 
determine, mobilize into action, and attain organizational goals in a fashion that is 
productive, relevant, dynamic, flexible, efficient and adaptable.
Operational Definition. To operationalize perceived organizational 
effectiveness, two new measures — the Index of Perceived Organizational 
Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) and the Index of Perceived Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) — have been developed by White and Ellett 
(2000a, 2000b). The IPOEE and the IPOWEE draw upon the Index of Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, et al., 1979; Mott, 1972) and the Higher 
Education Index of Departmental Effectiveness (HEIDE) developed by Clarke (1997). 
The IPOE was originally developed by Mott (1972) to study the effectiveness of 
business organizations and later adapted by Miskel, et al. (1979) for use in investigating 
educational settings. Clarke (1997) adapted the IPOE and developed the HEIDE for 
higher education settings of education, political science, social work and psychology 
departments. The IPOEE and the IPOWEE measure four dimensions of perceived 
organizational effectiveness — productivity, efficiency, flexibility and adaptability.
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Research Hypotheses andQuesttons 
Hypotheses and Questions
The section that follows presents three research hypotheses and three research 
questions relative to the study as well as conceptual rationales.
Research Hypothesis 1
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ efficacy beliefs and their perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
Rationale. Research has shown that goal attainment and organizational change 
are components of perceived organizational effectiveness (Mott, 1972). Bandura’s 
(1997) research indicates that the stronger one’s individual or self efficacy beliefs, the 
more motivated, more committed and the harder a person will work toward a desired 
goal. Efficacy beliefs have been linked to human performance (Locke, Motowildo & 
Bobko, 1986); individual change, perceived organizational effectiveness and 
organizational change (Clarke, 1997); retention in child welfare organization (Ellett, 
2000); school performance outcomes (Bobbett, 2001; Olivier, 2001). Bradford (1961) 
found that efficacy is linked to change in individuals and organizations. Lawson and 
Ventriss (1992) suggest that an organization that is pro-change may increase 
perceptions of self efficacy.
Bandura (1993) has suggested that individual teacher self efficacy affects 
collective efficacy levels. Additionally, Bandura (1995) posits that a groups’ collective 
efficacy influences the type of goals the group seeks to accomplish, the effort put forth, 
and how enduring the group is in pursuing challenging goals or changes. Clarke (1997)
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found that strong perceptions of organizational effectiveness were linked to strong 
perceptions of self efficacy among higher education faculty.
If efficacy beliefs of organizational members are strengthened, then 
organizational members persist more, are more motivated in pursuing organizational 
goals and objectives and can maintain flexibility, adaptability and efficiency. As the 
relationships between efficacy and effectiveness are reciprocal, then it follows that the 
organization becomes more effective with members’ experiencing more success, having 
a sense of excitement about what is happening at work, willingly sharing expertise with 
others within the organization though mentoring and teamwork. Subsequently, one 
would expect that with this proposed dynamic, reciprocal relationship, efficacy beliefs 
are then even further strengthened and the cycle continues.
Research Hypothesis 2
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of professional organizational culture and perceived 
organizational effectiveness.
Rationale. According to Hoy and Miskel (1996) the culture of an educational 
organization has significant influence on its effectiveness. Yet, they indicate that a 
strong professional organizational culture can advance or obstruct perceived 
organizational effectiveness. Corporate culture research has been combined with 
school effectiveness studies to produce an ideal description of effective professional 
organizational culture in educational institutions (Deal, 1985). Getzels, Lipham &
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in
professional organizational culture and its imbedded values.
Cavanagh (1997) identified six elements of professional educational culture in 
schools: collegiality, emphasis on learning, shared planning, professional values, 
collaboration, and transformational leadership and found evidence that linked them to 
educational improvement. Sergiovanni (1984) suggests that culture of organizations 
can induce collective action in organizations. As strong professional organizational 
culture has been posited to be associated with subsequent human behaviors leading to 
perceived organizational effectiveness, it follows that there is a positive relationship 
between the two constructs.
If professional organizational culture is strengthened in the state Extension 
Service, then professional relationships become stronger, shared professional values are 
increasingly evident, and colleagues reflect upon their work and collaborate with one 
another more frequently. This in turn, results in an increase in stronger perceptions of 
organizational effectiveness, with Extension professionals viewing the organization as 
being more productive, efficient, flexible and adaptable. As the relationship is dynamic 
and reciprocal in nature, this increase in perceived organizational effectiveness results 
in an even stronger organizational culture and the improvements in culture and 
perceptions of effectiveness continues.
Research Hypothesis 3
There is a statistically significant, positive correlation between Extension 
professionals' perceptions of professional organizational culture and efficacy beliefs.
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Rational*. Schein (1991) views, shared beliefs to.be dimensions of professional
organizational culture. Bandura (1986) has posited that self efficacy is about individual 
beliefs and that group efficacy is about shared beliefs. Olivier, et al. (1998), in a study 
of professional organizational culture in rural schools, found support for five elements 
of professional organizational culture: shared vision, professional growth, professional 
commitment, professional support, and collegial interactions/relationships. Ellett
(1999) conducted research of professional organizational culture in a large urban school 
district and confirmed three culture dimensions: leadership and vision, collegiality and 
learning, and professional commitment.
If  professional organizational culture is strengthened in the state Cooperative 
Extension Service, then professional relationships become stronger; shared leadership, 
vision, and values are increasingly evident; colleagues reflect upon their work more 
often; professional development activity increases; and professionals mentor, support, 
and collaborate with one another more frequently. As the relationships between 
professional organizational culture and efficacy are dynamic and reciprocal, this 
strengthening of culture results in stronger efficacy beliefs evidenced by professionals 
who are excited about their work, greater successes in the workplace and increased 
persistence and motivation in pursuing organizational goals and objectives even in the 
face of challenges. Subsequently, Cooperative Extension Service professional 
organizational culture becomes even stronger and the cycle continues in an iterative 
fashion.
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Research Question 1
How much of the variation in state Cooperative Extension Service perceived 
organizational effectiveness can be explained by the combination of organizational 
efficacy beliefs and professional organizational culture variables?
Rationale. Researchers have shown relationships between the effectiveness of 
educational institutions and the professional culture (Sergiovanni & Corbally, 1984; 
Cananagh, 1997). Scholars have suggested that this relationship exists in higher 
education settings (Kuh & Whitt, 2000; Masland, 2000; Peterson & Spencer, 2000). 
Additionally, research has linked human efficacy (both individual and collective) to 
human actions within organizations pertaining to effectiveness (Bandura, 1997). 
Further, linkages have been noted between human efficacy (both individual and 
collective) and professional organizational culture (Bandura, 1997).
If stronger efficacy alone results in greater effectiveness of the organization and 
if stronger professional organizational culture alone produces increased perceptions of 
effectiveness and if the three variables are conceived in the literature as dynamic and 
reciprocal in nature, then it follows that the combination of efficacy beliefs and 
professional organizational culture should explain a significant portion of perceived 
organizational effectiveness. No studies have explored these variables in organizations 
providing informal education (i.e., Cooperative Extension Service). There is a need to 
understand the relationships between Extension Service perceived organizational 
effectiveness, efficacy and elements of professional organizational culture. This study 
examines whether high levels of effectiveness are positively linked to strong efficacy of
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organizational members (both individually and collectively) and. strong professional 
organizational cultural elements.
Research Question 2
What is the relationship between perceived organizational effectiveness and 
perceived cultural deprivation in state Cooperative Extension Services?
Rationale. Researchers have found strong professional organizational culture 
in some schools that shared values, beliefs, common purpose, social work norms and 
interests among teachers that resulted in the following: increased professional 
commitment, greater shared vision and leadership, clarity in job role and responsibility, 
and stronger professional collegiality (Cavanagh, 1997; Davis, Ellett, & Rugutt, 1999 
Olivier, et al., 1998). In particular, this has been the case when teachers’ desired 
strengths of professional organizational culture have been close to actual strength of 
professional organizational culture found in schools (Cavanagh, 1997; Davis, Ellett, & 
Rugutt, 1999; Olivier, et al., 1998).
Johnson (1990) found perceived decision making deprivation as an element of 
culture in educational settings to be affiliated with lowered professional performance 
and general work alienation. Additionally, in a recent study of social workers, Ellett
(2000) found a negative relationship between perceived professional organizational 
culture deprivation and social work employees expressions of their intent to remain 
child welfare employees.
No studies have been completed that determine if a linkage exists between 
Cooperative Extension Service professionals' perceptions of culture deprivation and
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perceived organizational effectiveness. There is a  need to know about the nature of this, 
relationship. This study investigates whether perceived cultural deprivation exists 
within state Cooperative Extension Service organizations and whether culture 
deprivation affects perceived organizational effectiveness.
Research Question 3
What is the relationship between Extension administrators’ and Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of perceived organizational effectiveness?
Rationale. No studies were found in the review of literature of state 
Cooperative Extension Service organizations that contrasted perceptions of 
administrators with professionals’ perceptions of organizational effectiveness. Little is 
known regarding differing perceptions among organizational members functioning in 
administrative and professional roles of perceived organizational effectiveness. There 
is a need to know about the nature of this relationship and this study provides insight 
into varying organizational perceptions of effectiveness.
Supplemental Research Questions 
In this study a supplemental research question was developed resulting from 
interest in whether or not there were differences in responses based on demographic 
characteristics. Thus the post hoc question posed was: 1) what differences in survey 
responses exist between respondents classified by various demographic factors (e.g., 
gender, age, ethnicity, professional experience, number in office, etc.)?
Several researchers have noted that within professional organizational culture, 
formal and informal subgroups or subcultures can exist (Anderson, Louis, & Earle,
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1994; Corbally, 1984; Clarke, 1987; Gregory, 1983; Sackman, 1992; Sergiovanni & 
Corbally, 1984; Siskin, 1991). Thus it was assumed in this study that state Cooperative 
Extension Services are no different from other organizational types and that subcultures 
exist within state Cooperative Extension Services as well. Possible examples of these 
different subgroups are professionals who have similar education and training 
backgrounds. Therefore, assumptions, values, beliefs and meanings held by these 
professional subject discipline subgroups could be different, due in part to the nature of 
their work and the education and professional training the groups have received. Other 
possible subcultures that could emerge from the analyses would be professionals with 
similar positions, length of service, gender, and ethnicity. Willower (1986) has noted 
that there is a need for research on various subgroups found within educational 
organizations.
Limitations
1. Variations in the nature and type of Cooperative Extension Service institutions 
as well as characteristics of Cooperative Extension Service professionals from 
whom data were obtained may limit the generalizability o f this investigation.
2. Cooperative Extension Service professionals' responses in this study are 
voluntary. Thus, the respondents who completed and returned the surveys 
might be viewed as more interested or conscientious than those who did not 
return them.
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3. The demographic results represent only those for participants andmay not
reflect absolute population parameters or characteristics in the five states 
studied.
Assumptions
1. Responses by Extension professionals are reasonably honest. Individual 
perspectives and views are assumed to be reliable and valid indications of 
organizational events within their respective organizations.
2. Extension professionals’ perceptions of office workgroup and overall 
organizational effectiveness are considered valid indicators of effectiveness in 
state Cooperative Extension Service settings.
3. Self, office workgroup and organizational efficacy beliefs and perceived office 
workgroup and organizational effectiveness are not viewed as the same. Human 
efficacy (self, office workgroup, organizational) is about strength of beliefs, 
where perceived effectiveness (of office workgroup and organization) is focused 
on workgroup and organizational outcomes (product quality, product quantity) 
and features (efficiency, flexibility, adaptability).
4. Data collected with the self report measures developed or adapted for the study 
were valid and reliable indicators o f  the variables being measured.
Chapter Summary
A brief review of literature pertinent to the study is provided in Chapter One. A
conceptual framework is presented with conceptual and operational definitions of the
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study variables. Hypotheses and questions are supplied and the chapter concludes with 
acknowledgments of limitations and assumptions of the study.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OP LITERATURE
Chapter Two reviews pertinent literature that is related to the variables in the 
conceptual framework posited in Chapter One to explain perceived organizational 
effectiveness in Cooperative Extension Service settings. This review provides a 
summary of research activities relative to understanding the constructs of organizational 
effectiveness, professional organizational culture and human efficacy. The chapter 
begins with an examination o f related literature of the independent variables — 
professional organizational culture and human efficacy. A review of perspectives on 
the dependent variable perceived organizational effectiveness is then presented.
Professional Organizational Culture
The culture of organizations has received intense scrutiny by scholars in past 
decades and researchers have cited professional organizational culture as key to 
understanding organizations and their behavior (Getzels, Lipham & Campbell, 1968; 
Sergiovianni & Corbally, 1984). Additionally, Hofstede (1998) notes distinctive 
cultures develop within organizations. Kuh and Whitt (2000) posit unique cultures and 
subcultures exist within higher education institutions.
Educational culture has been noted as complex, dynamic and created by shared 
orientations of members that influence behavior along with individual and structural 
elements found within the organization (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). There is some 
disagreement among researchers as to what these shared orientations are. Geertz (1973) 
holds that culture is fostered from webs of significance and meaning humans have spun 
for themselves. Sergiovanni (1984) describes professional organizational culture as
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produced by members’ interaction regarding shared values andmeanings from which a 
community of people emerges. Ouichi (1981) finds professional organizational culture 
to be a combination of symbols, myths and ceremonies that are representative of 
underlying beliefs and values.
Culture is defined by Schein (1990, 1991) as
(a) a pattern of basic assumptions, (b) invented, discovered, or developed by a 
given group, (c) as it teams to cope with its problems of external adaptation and 
internal integration, (d) that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, 
therefore (e) is to be taught to new members as the (f) correct way to perceive, 
think, and feel in relation to those problems (p. 111).
Further, Schein (1985) notes three levels of culture: artifacts, values, and basic
assumptions and beliefs. Artifacts include rituals, stories and myths. Values are
symbolic interpretations of reality or expressed as themes. The deepest level of culture,
beliefs and assumptions undergird artifacts and values.
Similarly, Hoy and Miskel (1996) posit that professional organizational culture
may be viewed from three levels. These include shared norms, shared values and
shared assumptions. Assumptions are assumed to be the most abstract and norms are
thought to be the most superficial level of professional organizational culture. In their
view, organizational behavior is greatly influenced by the culture of the organization.
Three facets of professional organizational culture Smircich (1983) identified
are culture as cognition, culture as symbolism, and culture as unconscious processes
and organization. Culture as organizational cognitions is a shared system of belief and
knowledge. Culture as symbolism views organizations as an organizational system of
symbolic discourse. Culture as unconscious processes and organization is deeply
embedded mental projections of psychological structures.
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Chatman, Polzer, Barsade & Neale (1998) view a  major element of culture to be 
whether the organization is individualistic or collectivistic. In their research, they 
found that more conflict occurred in individualistic (individual work is rewarded) than 
collectivistic (teamwork is rewarded) organizational cultures. Additionally, they note 
while more social interaction occurred in collectivistic cultures, less time was spent on 
prioritized tasks thus negatively impacting organizational productivity.
The notion of professional organizational culture has been applied to the 
settings of higher education. Clark (1987) alludes to four spheres of culture o f 
universities: national higher education, specific institutions, academic profession and 
academic discipline. He supports the notion of organizational culture being a multi­
dimensional construct by posing that institutional culture strength is contingent on 
several determinants. These include institution size or scale, tightness, age, and 
founding influences.
Kuh and Whitt (2000) define higher education culture as 
“the collective, mutually shaping pattern of norms, values, practices, beliefs, 
and assumptions that guide the behavior of individuals and groups at an 
institute of higher education and provide a frame of reference within which 
to interpret the meaning of events and actions on and off campus” (p. 162).
In their view the essence of culture in higher education is shared beliefs and
assumptions that guide higher education members’ actions. They note that institutions
have subgroups with unique beliefs and assumptions and these can differ from the
overall university culture.
Dill (2000) posits a critical link between higher education leadership and the
preservation of culture. While acknowledging that culture may be in fact impossible to
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change, he suggests effective leadership may strengthen and sustain culture that already 
exists in institutions of higher education.
Patton (1987) notes the importance of professional organizational culture in the 
information age Extension organization. He views state Cooperative Extension 
Services as challenged to become an adaptive and integrative culture that is based on 
adaptive and integrative thinking. Extension Services with this culture would consider 
multiple perspectives before decision-making, reduce internal conflicts and 
isolationism, create avenues for information exchange, provide direction and coherence 
for the entire organization and consider problems systemically.
Leibrock (2000) writes of the major role of organizational cultural norms in 
Cooperative Extension Service settings. He takes the view that organizational change 
will not occur without changing organizational norms. Further, he considers that 
middle managers within the state Cooperative Extension Service settings are pivotal in 
changing organizational norms and opening the way for organizational change.
In a study conducted of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service organizational 
management culture by Broshar and Jost (1995), Extension managers assessed 
themselves and staff working with the selected managers were asked to assess the 
managers. The instrumentation was based on Hall’s (1988) conceptualization of culture 
and organizational managers’ competence on three culture dimensions: commitment 
that emerges from collaboration and provides organizational vigor and vitality; 
collaboration that concerns how managers invite staff to share power, and creativity, 
which is a combination of ownership, purpose and healthy organizational climate.
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Results from the study found that the management culture in the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service at the time was less likely to foster collaboration, commitment and 
creativity.
Leadership and Vision
Scholars have focused a vast amount of attention on leadership over the years 
(Immegart, 1988). As a result, numerous theories of leadership and a multitude of 
definitions have evolved from organizational studies of leadership (Bass, 1990). None 
of the current theories seem to have garnered broad-based, continuing support in the 
higher education context (Bensimon, Neumann, & Bimbaum, 1989). Corbally (1984) 
noted that we have more good theory than we know how to use.
Studies of educational leaders have been noted by Immegart (1988) as both 
lagging behind and mimicking investigations in other fields. It is not surprising that 
researchers have found few differences between leadership in educational and other 
settings since the educational leadership conceptualization has mirrored leadership 
conceptualizations found in other social, political and economic spheres.
Halpin (1966), a researcher participating in the Ohio State Leadership studies, 
refined the well-known and extensively used Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire (LBDQ). His research confirmed two major dimensions of leader 
behavior — initiating structure and consideration. Generally, the most effective 
administrators were those who scored high in both dimensions.
Fiedler (1967) made a distinction between leader behavior and leader style by 
linking leader style to personality characteristics. In his research he concluded that
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leadership effectiveness with groups was contingent upon the style of the leader and 
their control of the situation. In his model, he combines individual and situational 
features to explain the phenomenon of leadership.
Bass (1990) found in a comprehensive review of leadership research, that much 
has been learned about leadership by researchers over the years and several perspectives 
have emerged. He found that researchers viewed leadership from several perspectives. 
Personal and situational leadership perspectives have included the great man, trait, 
situational, political and humanistic theories. The interaction and social learning 
perspectives have included the development of leader-role, path-goal and contingency 
theories. Interactive process perspectives have led to exchange, behavioral and 
communication theories. The perceptual and cognitive perspective of leadership has 
produced theories of attribution, information processing, open-systems analysis, 
rational-deductive and macro-micro theories.
Since the 1980's, transformational leadership theory has received high levels of 
attention. In the transformational model, leadership is viewed from a less rational angle 
(Bass, 1985; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Burns, 1978; House, 1988; Tichy & Devanna, 
1986). Transformational leadership concerns the beliefs and values of leaders and their 
expression to followers. One avenue of transformational leadership research has been 
investigating charisma in leaders. Another has been the ability of leaders to sell new 
visions and missions to followers. Bass (1985) posits that transformational leadership 
is about leaders having influence that is idealized, providing inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration for organizational members.
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Sergiovanni and Corbally (1984) have suggested that the antecedents of 
leadership are found in the context of professional organizational culture: assumptions, 
attitudes, values and feelings. March (1994) recognizes that leadership acts are actions 
performed by many individuals within an organization. Hoy and Miskel (1996) 
indicate that “leadership occurs in a cultural context and has a symbolic side” (p. 396).
Chemers (1997) proposes an integrated theory o f leadership that addresses 
several current controversies found in the literature regarding leadership. The 
controversies include differences found in scientific and popular approaches to 
leadership, the difference between contingency approaches and disagreement regarding 
if leadership matters at all. He presents an integrated theory of leadership of process 
and function that in his view transcend the current controversies.
For the past thirty years, there has been much interest in determining whether 
there are gender or ethnic differences in leadership. This is due in part to societal 
changes, including greater numbers of minorities and women in the workforce and in 
management positions, and attention paid to equal opportunity legislation (Bass, 1990; 
Chemers, 1997).
Gender and ethnic leadership differences have been studied extensively since 
the rise of affirmative action and feminism. There is disagreement between researchers 
and scholars regarding gender and racial differences in leadership. Bensimon (1993) 
concluded in a small qualitative study of gender differences of higher education leaders 
that there were striking differences between masculine and feminine views, knowledge 
of self, and moral decision making standards. She notes that using gender theory to
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guide the investigation allows foe access to women leaders thoughts and experiences 
that normative research does not. Further, Bensimon (1993) posits that gender theory 
of leadership associates a responsibility ethic and identity of connectedness as feminine 
and an ethic of rights and an identity of separateness as masculine.
Yet, in reviews of empirical data by Bass (1990) and Chemers (1997), only 
slight differences in leadership behavior, satisfaction and performance as related to 
gender and ethnicity have been found. Rather than racial and gender differences in 
leadership, their reviews determined that the empirical evidence indicates that there are 
strong stereotypical expectations that make it difficult for women and minorities to gain 
access to power. Thus, in their view these slight differences are due to the difficulty in 
accessing power that in turn produce the alternate behaviors and effectiveness, rather 
than gender or race.
Attitudes and beliefs of both men and women toward leadership and gender 
have been noted as changing (Kravetz, 1976). Sutton and Moore (1985) found in a 
comparison study spanning twenty years (1965 and 1985), that modem executives in 
the 1985 group thought women desire positions of authority, which was a dramatic 
change from 1965. Additionally, the 1985 executives were more comfortable working 
for a woman as boss.
Leithwood and Duke (2000) in a comprehensive historical review of educational 
administration/leadership research critique the contributions of educational 
administration philosophers and critical theorists to knowledge about leadership. They 
highlight that critical theory and post-positivism are immature as sources of leadership
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authority, yet go on to acknowledge thatcnticaL theory has done much, to add to the 
conceptualization of leadership. Further they are optimistic that future contributions by 
critical theorists will be significant to the field and provide a needed balance to the neo­
conservative leadership philosophy found in Western political systems. Conversely, 
they view educational philosophers’ contributions to the literature of educational 
administration and leadership as lacking conceptual sophistication, providing obvious 
and common understandings already found in the literature, and adding little to greater 
understanding about leadership.
Smith and Ellett (1999,2000) indicate that most perspectives and theories view 
leadership from the individual perspective and suggest that a new view of leadership 
needs to be explored. In their view, theories of leadership hold what they phrase as ‘a 
leader centrist’ perspective as opposed to a group phenomenon. According to Ellett
(1996), educational leadership should be viewed as a phenomenon of the entire 
organization, not just certain groups or individuals in formal organizational 
administrative positions. He proposes ten characteristics that define this new 
framework for viewing leadership — what he calls “leadership density”:
1. It is not vested in individuals . . .  or selected groups alone
2. It is shared . . .  the greater the sharing . . .  the greater the density
3. It exists among all individuals in the organization. . .
4. It can exist in different amounts. . .
5. It can exist in different amounts in sub units . . .
6. It can be transferred from one organizational member to the next
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7. It can be developed from within the organization or by external means
8. It is enhanced by the quality of communication among organizational leaders
9. It is enhanced by shared decisions making . . .  (at all levels)
10. It is part of and reflected in the core individual and beliefs, values, roles, norms,
interests and expectations . . .  (it’s culturally imbedded) (p. S).
Senge (1990) writes of the importance of vision being shared within the learning 
organization. In his view, this shared vision is a force within organizational members’ 
hearts and minds that provides focus and energy for learning. According to Senge
(1990) shared vision matters because it provides an avenue for personal commitment, 
uplift for people’s aspirations, exhilaration, courage, and the development of a common 
identity. Thus, he links shared vision with strong professional organizational culture.
Investigations of transformational leadership, in business and educational 
settings have often focused on individual leaders actions rather than shared leadership 
among organizational members (Peters & Waterman, 1982; Smith & Ellett, 1999;
Tichy, 1997). Specifically, in higher education settings, much of leadership research 
has focused on presidents, deans, department chairs and other formal 
leadership/administrative capacities (Alton, 1982; Bensimon, 1993; Bfmbaum, 1971; 
Cohen & March, 1974; Ferrari, 1970; March, 1974; Moore, 1984; Tierney, 2000).
Vision has been cited as essential to leadership by Peters (1987). Further, he 
notes that visions are group-centered as well as personal, clear and challenging, 
enduring, stable yet flexible at the margins, and provide for control during chaos. 
Additionally, he views vision as most beneficial for organizational members, honoring
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the past and preparing for the future. Peters (1987) defines the purpose of an 
organizational vision as providing “a bedrock upon which constant evolutionary, 
opportunistic change can take place"(p. 493).
The National Extension Committee on Organization and Policy, a coordinating 
and policy setting body for the state Cooperative Extension Service system, has 
recently acknowledged the importance of establishing vision for all state Cooperative 
Extension Services (National Extension Committee on Organization and Policy, 1997). 
In the Strategic Directions of the Cooperative Extension System (1997), visionary 
thinking and action is emphasized. The new vision proposed for the Extension system 
calls for being future oriented, self-renewing, focused in contemporary needs and issues 
of people. Further, it proposes new directions for the organizational system that 
embraces technology to enhance outstanding educational programs.
In a study of Texas Cooperative Extension staff, one organizational factor that 
was identified as linked to optimum perceived organizational effectiveness was shared 
organizational vision. Eighty percent of Texas survey respondents reported a lack of 
shared vision for the Texas Cooperative Extension Service organization, yet also 
indicated a significant desire for this clear understanding o f  where the organization was 
headed (Boltes, Lippke, & Gregory, 1995).
Professional Commitment 
Professionalism has long been a concern o f  the educational community. Coulter
(1991) argues that the meaning we give to the term professionalism creates problems 
for the world of education. In his view, the medical metaphor has greatly influenced
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our perception of what ideal educational professionalism is or should be. He posits that 
the medical metaphor for professionalism does not completely capture what is required 
of educators to effectively help students leam. Along similar lines, Sergiovanni (1994) 
has posed a new metaphor is needed for professional commitment of educators -  that of 
community. In his view, professional commitment by a community of educators is a 
critical feature in the educational culture. He indicates there are four dimensions to 
ideal professional commitment. They include commitment to: I) personal exemplary 
practice, 2) practice toward valued social outcomes, 3) the practice itself, and 4) the 
ethic of caring.
Sergiovanni (1994) views these four dimensions as contributing to cultural 
norms in the world of education. Personal exemplary practice translates into the 
teacher becoming a career-long learner. Practice toward valued social outcomes 
elevates teaching to a form of stewardship toward children. Commitment to the 
practice of education is about caring for more than one’s own personal success at 
teaching, it is about collective practice and sharing expertise with others who may need 
assistance. Commitment to caring according to Sergiovanni is the heart o f  the ideal 
educational professional community and equates into a strong sense of obligation to the 
professional and strong collegial and student relationships.
Lucas’ (1996) research in higher education settings finds the size of colleges 
and universities impacts faculty commitment to the institution. In his view, the smaller 
the college or university, the greater the affiliation or loyalty to the institution as a 
whole. In larger universities, he finds faculty are more likely to have strong allegiances
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to sub-units within the larger institution. Further, he notesthat faculty at large 
institutions are more likely to identify with and feel an affiliation and loyalty to their 
discipline and specialities. Lucus (1996) writes o f the need to change the academic 
culture within institutions of higher education and argues that the major professional 
commitment in higher education settings should be to the enhancement of learning and 
teaching. He is critical that in current university environments -  particularly large 
graduate research institutions -  the major commitment of academia is to research, 
consulting and publishing.
State Cooperative Extension Service professionals have as their major function 
-  public service through university outreach -  or assisting the public to access the 
knowledge produced from university research though an educational process (Decker, 
Noble & Call, 1989; Rasmussen, 1989). Additionally, Decker, Noble and Call (1989) 
take the view that the most fundamental prerequisite for organizational change -  an 
organizational effectiveness component -  for Extension organizations is commitment of 
Extension professionals and view that characteristic to be in abundance within our state 
Cooperative Extension Service staff. Boone (1990) states that Extension professional’s 
“missionary zeal and commitment to developing and empowering human systems 
through education is unparalleled throughout the globe.” (p. 4)
Hahn (1979) identified commitment to the job as one of seven Extension 
professional clusters in a conceptual framework for Extension professional competency. 
Broshar and Joust (1995) identified commitment to the organization a critical feature of 
professional organizational culture in a study of Iowa Extension Service staff. The
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research indicated that the managerial culture and styles within the organization were 
not fostering professional staff commitment to the organization.
CpiiegiaiitY and beaming
Sergiovanni (1990) has defined collegiality in educational settings as “the 
existence of high levels of collaboration among teachers, and is characterized by mutual 
respect, shared work values, cooperation and specific conversation about teaching and 
learning.” (p. 18). He suggests that as collegiality among teachers within a school 
increases, the need for direct leadership from the principal diminishes. Rosenholzt
(1989) and Little (1987) have compelling evidence that links collegiality to professional 
commitment of educational professionals and the development of a strong culture. 
Additionally, both researchers determined that type of administrator leadership in 
schools affects collegiality among teachers. Schools with strong collegiality among 
teachers had principals who found ways around the structural and attitudinal barriers to 
collegiality.
True collegiality has been noted as a rarity in educational settings by Johnson
(1990). Sergiovanni (1990) agrees with Johnson and views cultural norms of 
isolationism and privacy and sometimes competitiveness within educational institutions 
to be problematic for the development of collegiality within schools. He has noted that 
Americans are particularly challenged in developing collegiality as our national culture 
values independence, competitiveness and self-reliance instead of interdependence and 
cooperation.
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According to Sergiovanni (1990) collegiality is. a  virtue and associated with 
professional organizational culture. Furthermore, he indicates there are connections 
between collegiality and professional commitment. He states “what makes two people 
colleagues is common membership in a community, commitment to a common cause, 
shared professional values and a shared professional heritage.’' (Sergiovanni, p. 91).
Sergiovanni (1994) suggested that educational institutions need to be viewed as 
a community with bonding between people who share ideas. In this new 
conceptualization of educational institutions, the people in the community exercise 
control through values, norms, purposes, socialization, interdependence, and 
collegiality.
Collegiality has been linked to learning by educational researchers (Barth, 1990; 
Rosenholtz, 1989). Ellett (1999) describes collegiality and learning as elements of 
culture reflective of relationships among organizational members that are focused in 
individual and collective professional activities. Further, he views collegial 
organizational members as committed both personally and as a community to learning 
and being responsive to changes in the world about them.
Sergiovanni (1994) views professional learning to be critical in the development 
o f a strong educational community. Additionally, he thinks that professional learning 
communities are egalitarian and are evidenced by shared leadership of teachers and 
administrators.
Senge (1990) notes that effective learning organizations have the capacity and 
the commitment to leant along with the ability to provide for organizational members at
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alt levels within the organization. Braun (1995) views Extension Services to be 
learning organizations by organizational design and this facet of Extension culture is 
what can help the organizations to effectively change and transform itself to be more 
relevant.
A study of Texas Extension faculty revealed a significant percentage of 
professionals reported that professional development and learning opportunities 
significantly impact perceptions o f organizational effectiveness (Boltes, Lippke, & 
Gregory, 199S). Additionally, survey respondents in this investigation reported a desire 
for and current lack of professional development opportunities within their 
organization.
Boone (1990) identifies teamwork, cooperation, and collaboration as critical 
elements in the effective Extension organization. He notes that by blending expertise of 
Extension faculty members, complex problems can be solved more effectively. Broshar 
and Jost (1995) found that administrator style in the Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Service was not fostering collaboration and teamwork among staff members.
Human Efficacy
It has been noted that a distinctive human characteristic is the “capacity to 
exercise control over one’s own thought processes, motivation, and action” (p. 1175) 
(Bandura, 1989). According to Bandura (1993), one of the strongest drives people have 
is to seek control of the events that affect their lives. Seeking control over life events 
filters through almost all human endeavors throughout the life span because it provides 
many social personal benefits (Bandura, 1997).
53
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The action and behaviors of humans have long been a topic that intrigued 
researchers such as Skinner (1971) and Bandura (1977,1997). Many theories have 
been presented by researchers to explain the behavior of humans. What researchers 
believe humans to be has influenced their research directions. Some behavior theorists 
have excluded human capacity for self direction from their view of human nature and 
subsequently have focused their studies on external influences of human action 
(Skinner, 1971). Social cognitive theorists view people as possessing the capacity for 
self direction and subsequently direct their research to shed light on ways humans 
exercise self influence to affect their own motivation and behavior (Bandura, 1977).
The efficacy construct which emerged from social cognitive theory, seems 
particularly relevant for use in investigations of perceived organizational effectiveness. 
It offers a comprehensive explanation of the complex nature o f human and 
organizational behavior and addresses issues pertinent to accomplishment of individual 
and organizational goals, motivation, and adaptation. For example, Latham and Lee 
(1986) found strong efficacious beliefs to promote higher goal setting, Bandura and 
Cervone (1983) found high efficacy to enhance motivation, and Lawson and Ventriss
(1992) suggest that professional organizational cultures that champion change may be 
linked to increased perceptions of efficacy.
Human efficacy research has emerged from a model of human nature and 
causality — social cognitive theory, also known as social learning theory. There 
follows a brief review of social learning theory literature then self and group efficacy 
research.
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Social Learninu Theorv
Bandura’s research (1977,1986,1989) has focused on human agency and social 
cognitive theory. He suggests that what an individual believes about their ability to 
control events affects their life. According to Bandura’s (1986) definition of social 
learning theory, human functioning can be explained by a triadic reciprocality model in 
which cognitive and other personal factors, behavior and external environmental events 
interact with one another. The bidirectionality of the three interactive elements does 
not mean that all the elemental sets are equal in strength. Social cognitive theory posits 
that people have five capability dimensions: symbolic, forethought, vicarious, self- 
regulatory and self-reflective (Bandura, 1986). Therefore, humans are viewed as 
having a vast capacity for a variety of actions that can be fashioned by observational 
and direct experience.
In this view, people are neither independent agents nor simple mechanical 
transmitters of environmental influences. Humans contribute to their own motivation 
and behavior through reciprocal triadic causation (see Figure 2, page 16). Bandura 
(1989) takes the view that any explanation of human behavior determinants must 
include examinations of influences that are self-generated as a contributor.
There are aspects of the social cognitive theory that are particularly relevant to 
organizational effectiveness theory. They include cultivation of positive beliefs in their 
abilities so they in turn will effectively use their talents, the development of social, 
cognitive, and behavioral capabilities through mastery modeling and the motivation 
enhancement through goal systems. The conceptual framework provided by social
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cognitive theory clarifies the psychological operations through which social-structural 
components are linked to organizational performance (Wood & Bandura, 1989).
A component o f social cognitive theory is efficacy. Influencing efficacy beliefs 
are personal factors, environmental factors and behavior (reciprocal triadic 
determinism). Efficacy perceptions by individuals and groups of people work in 
concert with other determinants to affect the thoughts, motivation and actions of 
humans and groups. Bandura (1997) notes that perceived efficacy has both individual 
and group dimensions. There follows a review of the literature of self efficacy and 
group efficacy concepts.
Self Efficacy
Human achievements require not only competencies, but also high efficacy 
perceptions to use talents adeptly. Bandura (1977,1986,1993) has found that human 
efficacy is related to human behavior. Drawing upon knowledge emerging from social 
learning theory research, Bandura (1977) developed a widely accepted, unified theory 
of self efficacy that is able to account for and indicate psychological changes that can 
be accomplished with treatment. Self efficacy is fundamental to behavior that is 
adaptive. Efficacy beliefs affect virtually everything individuals do: how they feel, 
what they think, how they motivate themselves and how they act. Bandura (1997) 
views self efficacy theory as powerful because it provides definite criteria or guidelines 
of how people can be assisted in executing influence over how they think, feel, act and 
ultimately live their lives.
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Bandura (1997) defines the concept of perceived self efficacy as “beliefs in 
one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce 
given attainments” (p.3). Self efficacy beliefs operate via cognitive, affective and 
motivational mechanisms and along the three dimensions of generality, magnitude and 
strength. In the context of task accomplishment, the generality dimension is concerned 
with perception of competency, the magnitude dimension is about perception o f task 
difficulty and the strength dimension is concerned about the amount of effort needed. 
Individual action and performance is influenced by the complex interactions of these 
three dimensional perceptions. According to Bandura (1997) “a high sense of personal 
efficacy in a responsive environment that rewards valued accomplishments fosters 
aspirations, productive engagement in activities, and a sense of fulfillment” (p. 21).
Efficacy beliefs therefore are influential on whether individuals perceive 
themselves to have the necessary abilities and skills to accomplish a task under 
differing conditions. Further, efficacy beliefs influence the choice of different courses 
of action individuals choose. Additionally, efficacy beliefs determine how much effort 
an individual will put forth and how long in the face of failure an individual will 
persevere in the accomplishment o f  goats. Also, efficacy beliefs affect a persons’ 
resilience to adversity, whether cognitive processes are self aiding or self-hindering, the 
amount of depression and stress experienced while coping, and ultimately the 
accomplishments that are realized.
Distinctions have been made between perceived self efficacy and locus of 
control. Research by Rotter (1966) focused on outcome expectancy and whether people
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viewed the locus of control affecting outcomes to be internal or external. Bandura 
(1997) indicates that perceived self efficacy is about beliefs’ about whether an 
individual can produce particular actions, while locus of control is about beliefs’ of 
whether given actions produce outcomes. Further, he claims that research indicates 
self efficacy to be a good predictor of human behavior, while locus of control has been 
found to have weak predictive power.
Individualism has sometimes been inappropriately equated with self efficacy 
(Schooler, 1990). Bandura (1997) makes a distinction between the two concepts and 
views self efficacy to serve varied purposes, one of which is the subordination of self 
interest to the benefit of others. He illustrates this distinction with the example of the 
Indian leader - Ghandi, an individual he viewed as having high personal efficacy. 
According to Bandura (1997) Ghandi in the interest of overcoming cultural and societal 
oppression suppressed his own self interest. Bandura’s (1997) distinction also focuses 
on the additional influence self efficacy has on group and societal accomplishments.
He posits that individual high efficacy states are as important to group behavior as they 
are to individual agency. Further, he goes on to say “group achievements and social 
change are rooted in self efficacy” (p. 32).
Studies have shown a link between efficacy and human performance (Clarke, 
1997; Locke, Motowidlo & Bobko, 1986). Of particular relevance is the usefulness of 
the efficacy construct for investigations of personal and organizational effectiveness at 
change. Self efficacy not only provides an extensive explanation of complex human
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behavior in regard to change, but it also addresses concerns relevant to organizational 
effectiveness and change.
Hoy and Miskel (1996) cite four sources of high efficacy including personal 
task experiences, physiological arousal, verbal persuasion and modeling. The most 
powerful influence on efficacy level is past success or failure at task completion. A 
history of numerous successes at task completion is thought to produce high individual 
or group efficacy.
Efficacy and behavior change appear to have a reciprocal nature. Tice (1994) 
takes the view that our personal belief about what is possible is as important as our 
abilities and is often more influential. In his view, if we change what we perceive and 
believe, then we can change our behavior. Lawson and Ventriss (1992) indicate that 
pro-change culture in organizations may increase perceived self efficacy levels. 
Therefore, as efficacy increases, so too does desired behavior change, that subsequently 
increases efficacy, and so on.
Global instrumentation to measure perceptions of self efficacy are not adequate 
according to Bandura (1997). Efficacy is a multifaceted and complex phenomenon that 
may vary in different circumstances, across realms of activity and in level across 
different tasks associated with an activity. Put another way efficacy beliefs can differ in 
generality, in strength and in level. Valid efficacy measures must be able to capture 
these variations.
Bandura (1997) cautions against using single item measures for analysis of 
efficacy. Another consideration regarding the measurement of efficacy is that efficacy
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beliefs can change over time. They are dynamic and influenced by other elements 
associated with human causation. Recently, Pajares, Hartley, and Valiante (2000) have 
suggested that perceived self efficacy measures utilizing a scale with a 0-100 format 
were psychometrically stronger than a scale with a traditional Likert format.
Efficacy research in academic settings has focused on student motivation and 
achievement and teacher efficacy beliefs (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993; 
Hackett, 199S; Henson, Bennett, Sienty & Chambers, 2000; Schunk, 1989,1991). 
Teachers with weak efficacy beliefs have a weak commitment to teaching, spend less 
time in teaching subjects they are less efficacious in, and devote less overall time to 
academic matters (Enoch & Riggs, 1990; Evans & Tribble, 1986; Gibson & Dembco, 
1984). In contrast, teachers with strong efficacy beliefs create mastery learning 
experiences for their students.
Studies of efficacy conducted in higher education settings have typically 
focused on student achievement, college career and major choice, and student and 
faculty attitudes toward innovations in technology (Kim and Park, 2000; Pajares and 
Miller, 1994). No self efficacy studies have been conducted in Cooperative Extension 
Service settings.
Efficacy instrumentation for academic settings has been developed as it relates 
to student and teacher behaviors in both K-12 and higher education classrooms. These 
measures have focused on situationally specific, academically related human actions 
rendering generalizations difficult to make in unique higher education settings like state 
Cooperative Extension Services.
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Bandura (1997) has noted that efficacy levels are context and situationally 
specific, therefore, it seems important to investigate elements of efficacy perceptions 
and interactions in order to understand the complex nature of behavior within 
Cooperative Extension Service environments.
Group and Organizational Efficacy 
People do not live in isolation. Most individuals in advanced societies work for 
monetary rewards within organizations that accomplish goals and objectives. People 
work together to produce these desired organizational results. According to Bandura 
(1997) this growing interdependence fosters a need to broaden the efficacy inquiry 
focus beyond the individual to collective or group actions that shape events within an 
organizational context.
People can improve their lives through collective activity. This is accomplished 
by adjusting and modifying the culture o f the organization and the behaviors of 
organizational members (Bandura, 1997). The notion of group efficacy has been added 
as a dimension to the concept of human efficacy by Bandura (1993, 1997). He defines 
group efficacy as a “group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and 
execute the courses o f  action required to produce given levels o f  attainments”  (Bandura, 
1997, p. 477). He further notes that group efficacy is not simply the summation of 
individuals’ perceived self efficacy, but rather it is an emergent group attribute.
As with self efficacy, the notion of group efficacy is concerned with the courses 
o f action a group pursues, how much effort the group will put forth, how long the group 
will persevere in face of obstacles and failure, the groups’ resiliency in the face of
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adversity, whether the group members thought processes are group-hindering or group- 
aiding, how much stress is experienced while coping with external demands and finally 
the level of accomplishment they achieve (Bandura, 1997).
Bandura (1997) has tied self efficacy to culture, noting that efficacy is pertinent 
in both individualistic and collectivistic social systems. While a significant portion of 
the discussion of culture and collective efficacy has focused on contrasts between 
nations as cultural social systems it should be noted that subcultures exist within 
cultures and must be considered when viewing group efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 
Over generalizations can result from comparisons of group efficacy between nations 
according to Bandura (1997) and Kim, Triandis, Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon (1994).
Triandis (1995) has noted that individuals in cultures inclined toward a 
collective orientation (i.e., east Asian nations) generally place shared responsibilities 
and group interest above self-interest and personal responsibility whereas members of 
individualistically oriented cultures (i.e., America, England, Italy and Germany) usually 
favor personal responsibility, self initiative and pursuit of self interests. Bandura
(1997) posits that efficacy regulates human agency within both interdependent and 
independent cultures and should be investigated as a multifaceted and dynamic 
component of cultures that are similarly dynamic and multifaceted.
Shared organizational beliefs are posited to be key to professional 
organizational culture. Bandura (1997) proposes that perceived organizational group 
efficacy are the beliefs of organizational members and subsequently a key component 
of the culture of the organization. Further, he views that analysis o f the determinants of
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perceptions of organizational group efficacy provides valuable contribution to further 
our understanding of organizational behavior and performance.
During the past decade a few studies regarding group efficacy have been 
conducted in elementary and secondary school settings regarding teachers (Loup, 
1994). Bandura (1993) has investigated the efficacy construct as a collective variable 
within educational settings. He found that teacher beliefs o f  efficacy in promoting 
classroom learning and the school’s capacity as an entity to promote learning 
determined group efficacy related to organizational effectiveness.
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
Effectiveness of organizations has inspired great interest in the research 
community. For years the research community has been investigating educational 
performance and effectiveness in elementary and secondary school settings. 
Understanding organizational effectiveness is considered crucial in the educational 
arena, where concern for organizational effectiveness has been paramount in response 
to criticism on issues of accountability, performance and student achievement.
The complexity of organizational effectiveness in educational institutions has 
been noted by several researchers (Campbell, 1977; Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Steers, 1975; 
Uline, Miller, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998). It is viewed as a multidimensional 
component of the open systems theory of organizations and a  difficult concept to 
understand (Clarke, 1997; Ellett, Claudet, Loup, Chauvin, Johnson, & Logan, 1994; 
Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Uline, Miller, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998).
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Several models of organizational effectiveness have emerged in the literature 
over the past century. Models of organizational effectiveness produced by business and 
industry reseachers have strongly influenced the models proposed by educational 
researchers. Mott (1972) developed a model of organizational effectiveness that 
merged five performance outcomes: quantity of products, quality of product, 
adaptability, flexibility and efficiency. His view of organizational effectiveness is 
consistent with the integrated goal and system-resource model of effectiveness. In his 
model, adaptability is considered the ability of the organization to change when 
necessary to survive, and flexibility is the ability of the system to quickly respond in a 
crisis. Nadler (1998) views two of Mott’s performance outcomes as particularly 
relevant elements forjudging effectiveness in organizations -  organizational 
adaptability (ability to change) and flexibility (response in crisis).
Educational Effectiveness Research 
Early perspectives on organizational effectiveness in educational institutions 
emphasized organizational productivity and efficiency, while later views focused on the 
human side of organizations (Sergiovanni, 1984). Models o f educational effectiveness 
include the goal model, the systems-resource model and the integrated goal and 
systems-resource model (Hoy & Miskel, 1996). In the goal model of organizational 
effectiveness, schools are viewed as effective if they accomplish their goals. In the 
system-resource model of organizational effectiveness, an organization is viewed as 
effective if it can obtain the resources for its system. Criticisms of both o f these models
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have led to the combination of the two models (Campbell, 1977; Steers,1977). Key „ 
characteristics o f the integrated model include multiple criteria, multiple constituencies 
and time.
Uline, Miller and Tschannen-Moran (1998) suggest a unified framework for 
understanding effectiveness in schools. They have found that there are instrumental 
and expressive dimensions of effectiveness in schools. Instrumental functions include 
academic achievement, the teacher/leaming function and resource acquisition. 
Expressive activities include school health, commitment and trust. A large body of 
research has focused on exploring the relationship between school instrumental 
functions and effectiveness. Studies that have explored expressive activities have been 
much less frequent. Uline, Miller & Tschannen-Moran (1998) posit that the expressive 
and instrumental functions are equally important determinants of school effectiveness.
A link between organizational effectiveness and culture has been suggested by 
Sergiovanni (1984), who takes the view that there is a need to ascertain and articulate 
features of culture that can induce adequate common human awareness among groups 
that produce collective action. Much of the literature regarding organizational 
effectiveness cites the importance o f leadership (Bass, 1990; Bennis and Nanus, 1985; 
Hoy & Miskel, 1996; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Bennis and Nanus (198S) posit that 
leadership is the pivotal force in organizational effectiveness. Hoy and Miskel (1996) 
claim that accomplishment of organizational goals is a key dimension of effective 
leadership.
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Ellett, Logan, Claudet, Loup, Johnson and Chauvin (1997) suggest that 
effectiveness should be looked at from a broader perspective than just student 
achievement. In the synthesis of five studies on organizational effectiveness in schools, 
they determined that the complexity of the effectiveness construct warrants a multi­
dimensional approach which includes both organizational climate and organizational 
features when analyzing for effective rather than good schools.
Fullan (1993) views the management o f change in educational environments to 
be a critical component of effectiveness in educational institutions. He notes the 
contributors to the complexity of educational change are internal organizational factors, 
external environmental factors, and unplanned and unanticipated factors. A new 
paradigm for change is suggested by Fullan (1993). Eight interdependent, dynamic 
lessons are noted as critical to harnessing change and include: 1) change is a journey, 
not a blueprint; 2) you cannot mandate what matters; 3) problems are our friends; 4) 
vision and strategic planning comes later; 5) neither centralization nor decentralization 
work; 6) individualism and collectivism must have equal power; 7) connection with the 
wider environment is critical; and 8) every person is a change agent.
Higher Education Effectiveness Research 
Public scrutiny and criticism regarding the effectiveness of colleges and 
universities has increased in recent years due to concerns about the enormous growth in 
students, limited resources, faculty activities, fiscal mismanagement, student 
achievement, intercollegiate athletic program abuses and student access issues 
(Anderson, 1992; Lucas, 1996). The public and higher education leaders have called
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for greater accountability and effectiveness from American institutions o f higher 
education (Bok, 1982; Dillman, Christenson, Salant & Warner, 1995; D’Souza, 1991; 
Kellogg Commission, 1999; Sykes, 1988). Yet, Cameron (1978) finds researching the 
effectiveness of institutions of higher learning as challenging with many obstacles to 
overcome. Further, she notes the most neglected area of higher education effectiveness 
research has been of the organizational level.
Cameron (1978) notes several difficulties involved in evaluating the 
organizational effectiveness of institutions of higher education. They include 1) 
specification of concrete, measurable goals and outcomes, 2) defensiveness and 
skepticism among academic community, 3) higher education efficiency is measured 
rather than effectiveness, and 4) doubt that effectiveness evaluation is appropriate for 
higher education.
Ewell (1994) has noted that tremendous changes (i.e., knowledge, volume, 
technology, increasing enrollment) are occurring at higher education institutions at an 
unprecedented rate that impact institutional effectiveness. Change studies conducted in 
higher education settings have consistently found that institutions of higher education 
are stow to change in most regards (Barzun, 1993; DeSieno, 1995; Martin, 1969; 
Siegfried, Getz & Anderson, 1995). Lindquist (1978) suggests reasons for higher 
learning institutions’ slowness to change is due to organizational complexity, power 
relations and deeply rooted values and norms.
Several change studies in higher education settings are found in the literature. 
Lawson and Ventriss (1992) examined a change program at a university using a case
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study methodology and found that programs that are structured and systematic and 
include specific goals, measures of performance, feedback mechanisms of performance 
and incentives produce improved organizational performance. A limited number of 
studies have been conducted using an organizational level of analysis to assess change 
in colleges and universities (Blau, 1973; Hage & Aiken, 1970; Levine, 1980; Zaltman, 
Duncan & Holbek, 1973). In these studies the frameworks that have been used to 
undergird the research have been organizational conflict, innovation diffusion, planned 
change and complex organization (Dill & Friedman, 1979).
Clarke (1997) conducted a study of higher education faculty and administrators 
in education, psychology and sociology departments and their perceptions of change. 
He explored if faculty members’ resistance to change was different from receptivity to 
change. The study yielded considerable support for the concepts being viewed as 
separate components of change.
A distinction between higher educational organizational effectiveness and 
higher education assessment should be noted. Assessment has been defined by 
Terenzini (2000) as “the measurement of the educational impact of an institution on its 
students" (p. 339). This is only one outcome of higher education effectiveness. Hoy 
and Miskel (1996) view the effectiveness of organizations as an multi-dimensional 
concept than encompasses a wide variety of criteria. Further, they note that one­
dimensional definitions are inadequate to determine organizational effectiveness. Hoy 
and Miskel (1996) posit that organizational theory is necessary to guide judgements 
about perceived organizational effectiveness. Theories include goal model, system-
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resource model and integrated goal and system-resource models of organizational
effectiveness.
Cooperative Extension Service Effectiveness Research
Many Cooperative Extension Service professionals have written about 
Cooperative Extension Service as an effective and dynamic organization, yet little 
empirical research has been conducted on a large scale. Braun (1995) has noted that a 
major organizational transformation is occurring within state Cooperative Extension 
Services. She posits that the very purpose, nature, structures, functions, clients and 
funding regarding the Extension organization is at the heart of this major change. 
Decker, Noble and Call (1989) have linked an organizational effectiveness element 
(change) to increased professional commitment. They indicate that major changes are 
confronting state Cooperative Extension Services and call for an increased commitment 
from Extension professionals to help people through an informal educational process.
Research investigating multidimensional effectiveness aspects of state 
Cooperative Extension Services has been rarely conducted. The few reported have not 
conceptualized organizational effectiveness in a broad sense, but rather have focused on 
narrow, unidimensional or superficial aspects of organizational effectiveness (i.e., staff 
job satisfaction, public awareness of organization, client satisfaction, single educational 
program effectiveness). Nor has any of the Extension as effective organizations 
research found in the literature been multi-state.
A survey study was conducted on employee satisfaction of Texas Cooperative 
Extension staff (Boltes, Lippke, & Gregory, 1995). It looked at barriers that affected
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perceived organizational effectiveness and employee satisfaction. Valid and reliable 
scales were developed that measured gaps between actual and optimal performance as 
perceived by Texas Cooperative Extension staff. The study verified the following 
dimensions as impacting employee satisfaction and perceived organizational 
effectiveness: achieving balance between personal time and work, organizational 
strategic planning, professional development, and employee involvement.
Earnest (1996) conducted an descriptive exploratory study of the effectiveness 
of Oregon Cooperative Extension Service community leadership programs. 
Effectiveness was defined as the clientele impacts produced by the Extension EXCEL 
leadership programs conducted in communities across the state. Pre and post 
assessments of program participants found significant differences in improved 
leadership skills and practices by program participants. Some of the clientele skills and 
practices improved were taking risks, challenging the status quo, broadened 
understanding of community leadership, greater sense of responsibility to act as a 
community leader, greater appreciation for teamwork and collaboration, leadership 
style adaptation to fit community context, increased networking, improved people 
skills, and increased self-confidence.
Warnock (1992) developed a telephone survey instrument to measure 
Cooperative Extension Service client satisfaction of Florida residents to be used with a 
random sample of clients of the Florida Extension Service. Verma and Bums (1995) 
conducted an investigation using telephone survey techniques of a random sample of 
Louisiana residents to determine their awareness of and satisfaction with the Louisiana
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Cooperative Extension Service. Results indicated that 40% of participants were aware 
of the Extension Service, 41% knew there was a parish Extension office in their parish, 
one-fifth to one-third of those who knew about Extension had used its services in the 
past year and over 90% of Extension users indicated they found the Extension programs 
very useful, useful or somewhat useful.
Brown, Bimstihl and Wheeler (1996) conducted an organizational effectiveness 
study of Extension Priority Initiative Teams for program planning and execution. 
Transformational and transactional leadership skills were assessed that measure seven 
criteria of the behavior of organizational members serving as team members/leaders.
Chapter Summary 
A review o f literature is presented in Chapter Two that is relevant to the study 
variables. Dimensions of professional organizational culture presented were leadership 
and vision, professional commitment and collegiality and learning. Social learning 
theory and human efficacy perspectives were provided. Organizational effectiveness 
literature reviewed included theoretical models, educational effectiveness and 
perspectives on organizational change.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
In this chapter, the research design and methodology used to explore the study 
variables and hypothesized relationships are described. Included are a general 
description of the research design, the studies’ measures, data collection procedures, 
and data analyses utilized to test the research hypotheses and research questions guiding 
the investigation. Supplemental analyses of the data procedures are also described.
Research Design
This study examined the relationships between efficacy, professional 
organizational culture and perceived organizational effectiveness. The research design 
for the study was an ex-post-facto design in which the variables were assigned, not 
manipulated. Professional organizational culture and human efficacy were 
conceptualized as independent variables, and perceived organizational effectiveness 
was conceived as the dependent variable within the larger framework guiding the study 
(see Figure 1, p. 15).
Participants
The original target population for this study was all Extension professionals 
from five state Cooperative Extension Services located in the midwest and southern 
regions of the United States. This target population did not include clerical staff. The 
states purposely selected for the study sample were Wisconsin, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
North Carolina, and Texas Cooperative Extension Services.
The state selection process included interviews with state Extension 
Cooperative Service organizational development leaders, review of state Extension
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Cooperative Service documents, review o f USD A - Cooperative Research, Education 
and Extension Service documents and interviews with selected state Cooperative 
Extension Service directors. These particular state Extension Services were selected for 
a variety of reasons: reputations for effectiveness, likelihood of administrator approvals 
for staff to participate, convenience and organizational characteristics (size, structure 
and functioning). Additionally, state Extension directors from these five states were 
receptive to requests to conduct research on perceived organizational effectiveness.
Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service was selected for its emphasis on 
organizational and professional development activity among its staff, as well as its 
known receptivity to organizational research. Additionally, stable organizational 
structure and positional leadership was considered as well as new staffing directions 
(non-typical degrees acceptable for Cooperative Extension Service faculty positions at 
the state and county level).
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service was selected for convenience, unusual 
organizational structure, and small organizational size when compared to the other 
states selected. Additionally, Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service has undergone 
significant downsizing and has implemented a organizational-wide visioning and 
strategic planning efforts that includes significant involvement of external stakeholders. 
Further, Louisiana receives the smallest proportion of its total funding (less than 10%) 
from local government bodies and seventy-five percent from state government.
North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service was chosen because of its 
reputation for organizational effectiveness at adaptability, flexibility, and productivity.
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Further, North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service has over the past decade 
increased organizational resources into organizational development activity that is 
perceived to have the potential to have impacted organizational effectiveness. Also 
notable is the fact that North Carolina Cooperative Extension Service receives the 
largest proportion of their budget from local government funding (42%) of all the states 
selected for this study.
Texas Agricultural Extension Service (TAES) was selected for its large, 
increasing organizational size, organizational structure and its past emphasis on 
organization vision building and strategic planning (in contrast to Louisiana’s current 
emphasis). Additionally, Texas has obtained significant funding through grants and 
contracts at state and federal levels, particularly military contracts to serve military 
families. This is in contrast with declining state and federal support other states 
reported. Another interesting fact about TAES is that they indicate there are no county 
level administrators, only regional and state.
Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Service (WCES) was chosen for its 
reputation among state Cooperative Extension Service leaders for outstanding 
organizational effectiveness. Additionally WCES has undergone recent organizational 
restructuring and currently has a modest organizational size when compared to the other 
states that were selected.
After the states were chosen, the population was sampled in two ways: the 
whole population in Louisiana and a 33% proportional random sample of all faculty in 
Kentucky, North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin. The Louisiana Cooperative
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Extension Service director agreed to allow all professional staff to participate in the 
study. Additionally, he assisted in obtaining official authorization from other selected 
state administrators to conduct the study within their respective states. At a State 
Extension Service Directors Annual Meeting in August 2000, the Extension Service 
directors from the four states (Kentucky, North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin) were 
contacted by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service director on behalf of the 
researcher, presented a brief overview of the research project and permission was 
obtained from all state directors for the study to be conducted with their state’s 
Extension professionals.
Initially, the design called for all Cooperative Extension Service professionals in 
the five states to be surveyed. In visiting with the state Cooperative Extension Service 
directors from Kentucky, North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin, it was suggested by 
two directors that only a statistically sound sample be administered the research 
surveys. An educational researcher with extensive experience in survey research was 
consulted and recommended that at least 30 percent of the faculty be included in the 
sample. The design was then changed to honor this specific request and one third (33 
%) o f the professionals in Kentucky, North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin were 
selected for participation in the study. The entire professional staff in Louisiana was 
included in the sample.
The total survey population from the five states was 3,156 professional level 
Extension staff (554 in Kentucky; 380 in Louisiana; 588 in North Carolina; 1,224 in 
Texas; 410 in Wisconsin). The combined randomly- selected and total survey sample
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numbered 1,308(165 in Kentucky; 380 in Louisiana; 211 in North Carolina; 417 in 
Texas; and 135 in Wisconsin).
Instrumentation 
Expert Review and Content Verification of the Measures
In June 2000, eleven Extension professionals in Louisiana, each with at least a 
Master’s degree and 10 years of professional Extension experience were selected as 
Extension experts to review and evaluate each survey item for face and content 
validation. Of the eleven experts, ten currently held state office positions and one held 
a county (parish) position. Nine of the ten experts held state office positions had 
previously held a county (parish) position within the past seven years. Two experts 
specialized in Agriculture, two served as 4-H Youth Development specialists, two were 
specialists in Personnel and Organizational Development and five were professionals in 
the Family/Consumer Sciences area.
Each expert received an instrument packet that included the study’s conceptual 
definition for each of the variables followed by the items comprising the respective 
variable measure. Instructions requested the experts to assess whether each item was an 
indicator o f  the larger idea by circling “Yes” or ’’No”. For example, for the variable of 
professional organizational culture (professional commitment element) experts were 
asked to evaluate the item “Extension professionals in our state give priority to helping 
their program participants develop knowledge and skills.” as being reflective of 
professional commitment of Extension professionals. The experts were also asked to 
identify any items that were not clear and to rewrite them for greater clarity.
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For the vast majority of items, all experts agreed the items were valid indicators, 
of the variable definitions. Only two experts identified six items as not being reflective 
of that variable definition. However, the other nine expert reviewers reported these 
items as valid indicators of the variable as conceptually defined.
A few revisions on several items were made based on two experts’ suggestions 
for added clarity. Only a few minor, editorial changes in the items were made as a 
result of the expert panel review. The experts’ reviews provided initial face and content 
validity data for the study measures. Each of the first field test measures is included in 
Appendix A.
Additionally, in August 2000, the survey was distributed to twelve individuals 
in Louisiana, Kentucky, and Wisconsin to obtain survey task item estimates and to 
further refine the measures. Of the twelve experts, eight of the individuals held 
positions at the state level and four served in positions at the county level. Five 
participants were professionals in family and consumer science, one in agriculture, one 
in youth development, three in administration, one in organizational development, one 
in environmental programs.
These individuals were asked to complete the entire survey and to report the 
length of time necessary to complete it. They were also asked to identify any 
instructions and items that were unclear. Of the twelve staff members asked to 
participate, all twelve completed the survey. Two experts did not report the time it took 
to complete the survey. The times the ten experts reported it took to complete the 
survey ranged from 11 to 30 minutes with an average time of 20.7 minutes reported.
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Three individuals noted several unclear words or phrases in the instructions. 
Adjustments were made in the instructions for clarity. Three individuals suggested 
additions to the demographics section regarding types of degrees attained and the list o f 
current positions held by survey participants. Two of these additions were added to the 
choices provided. Three of the individuals noted they had difficulty in the choice o f 
responses (i.e. fairly low, fairly poor, somewhat informed, moderately informed). 
Likewise several modifications were made in the response selections.
Six of 99 total survey items were noted by two individuals as needing 
clarification or being difficult to answer, while the other ten respondents found the 
items clear. Changes were made in two of the 99 survey items. So that respondents 
could gauge the length of time expected to complete the survey, the completion time of 
IS to 20 minutes typically reported in this pilot activity was described in the cover letter 
that accompanied the survey.
Further refinement of the survey measure was provided by an educational 
researcher with extensive experience in survey methods and quantitative data analyses. 
Significant changes were made in the survey with particular attention given to 
clarifying directions by underlining and bolding key phrases for emphasis. Further, 
some items were simplified. All measures included in the second expert field test o f the 
survey are found in Appendix A.
Extension Professional Instrument Packet: Study Measures 
During the last week in November 2000, an Extension professional self-report 
packet was mailed to all professional staff (380 individuals) employed by the Louisiana
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Cooperative Extension Service and to a randomly selected group of professionals from 
Kentucky (165 individuals), North Carolina (211 individuals), Texas (417 individuals) 
and Wisconsin (135 individuals) Extension Services. The total number of surveys 
mailed to Cooperative Extension faculty was 1308. There were 96 items in the surveys.
The packet of materials included a memorandum from the respective state 
Cooperative Extension Service director endorsing professional participation in the 
study, a letter from the researcher explaining the procedures for the study, the survey, 
and a self addressed, postage return envelope. The memorandum from the state 
Cooperative Extension Service directors granted permission for the Extension 
professionals to complete the survey during work hours, suggested an estimation o f the 
time required to complete the survey, and provided assurances that participation was 
voluntary, anonymous and confidential. The letter from the researcher provided a brief 
description of the survey, assurances that survey responses would be kept confidential, 
and brief instructions on completing and returning the survey. The construction o f the 
survey began with a page of demographic information followed by measures of 
perceived organizational effectiveness, work-related efficacy and professional 
organizational culture. Each of the survey measures is included in Appendix B, and 
each is briefly described below.
Professional Organizational Culture
The professional organizational culture construct was operationalized using the 
Cooperative Extension Service Culture Elements Survey (CESCES). Extensive 
refinements in content and focus were made of Ellett’s (2000) Professional
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Organizational Culture Questionnaire - Social Work and Ellett’s (1999) adaptation of 
the Revised School Culture Elements Questionnaire (RSCEQ) originally developed by 
Cavanagh (1997) to address the context in state Cooperative Extension Service settings. 
The 54 items consisting o f three factored subscales of Ellett’s (1999) RSCEQ were 
considered too lengthy when combined with other measures of this investigation. 
Ellett’s (2000) recent study using the Professional Organizational Culture 
Questionnaire - Social Work measure consisted of 24 items to operationalize three 
dimensions of professional organizational culture. The items of the CESCES were 
selected assessing the strength of item/factor loadings horn the Ellett (1999) 
investigation results and from an expert content review (explained above) that 
considered face validity of each item within the state Cooperative Extension Service 
context.
Thus, the final version of the CESCES consisted of 28 items that reflected three 
dimensions of professional organizational culture — vision/leadership, 
collegiality/leaming, and professional commitment. The CESCES utilized a four-point, 
forced-choice Likert response format ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 =
Strongly Agree with a possible score range of 28 to 112. Each respondent answered the 
questions of the CESCES from two perspectives of their state Cooperative Extension 
Service professional organizational culture — actual and preferred. In the actual 
section, participants were asked to assess their perceptions of how things actually are at 
their work environment. The preferred survey asked the participants how they would
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prefer the culture to be at their work environment The 28 items developed to 
operationalize the professional organizational culture are in Appendix B.
Because of a particular request by the state director, the Wisconsin Cooperative 
Extension Service survey included an extra section of the Cooperative Extension 
Service Culture Elements Survey (CESCES). This extra 28 item section asked the 
respondent consider their local office professional organizational culture and from two 
perspectives —  actual and preferred.
Human Efficacy
In this investigation, self and group efficacy concepts were operationalized by 
using the Extension Self Efficacy Assessment (ESEA), the Extension Group Efficacy 
Assessment (EGEA), and the Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment (EOEA) 
measures scientifically developed for this study. These measures were influenced in 
content and design by two existing measures: Clarke (1997) developed a measure of 
professional efficacy o f higher education faculty in Research I higher education 
institutions and Bobbett, et al. (2000) developed a measure o f  teachers’ efficacy both as 
individuals and as groups. Both of these two measures were based upon Bandura's 
(1997) conception of human self-efficacy beliefs within social-cognitive theory.
All three measures required participants to respond to items using a four-point, 
forced-choice Likert response scale ranging from 1 = Weak Beliefs to 4 = Strong 
Beliefs. The ESEA contained 10 items and the EGEA and the EOEA contained 12 
items each. The possible score range for the ESEA was 10 to 40 while the score range 
for the EGEA and the EOEA was 12 to 48. The participants were asked questions that
81
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
required responses about beliefs concerning organizational goals and objectives made 
from three perspectives: ESEA, from the individual perspective; EGEA, from the office 
workgroup efficacy perspective; and EOEA, from the total organizational efficacy 
perspective. Appendix B includes a listing o f the items that comprise the ESEA, EGEA 
and the EOEA.
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness
In this study, two new self-report measures -  the Index of Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) and the Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) were developed that drew upon and 
merged the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) (Miskel, et al.,
1979; Clarke, 1997) and the Higher Education Index of Departmental Effectiveness 
(HEIDE) developed by Clarke (1997). The IPOEE and the IPOWEE required 
participants to respond to 12 items by selecting one of four forced-choice Likert-type 
scale options to assess how well the faculty in their state organization and their office 
workgroup achieves specified goals. The possible score range for both the IPOEE and 
the IPOWEE was 12 to 48. The IPOEE and the IPOWEE items and response format 
are included in Appendix B.
The Index of Organizational Effectiveness (IOE) was first developed by Mott 
(1972) to study the effectiveness o f organizations and was later adapted by Miskel, et 
al. (1979) and called the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness (IPOE) for 
use in educational settings. Both o f these measures were based on Parsons' (1960) 
framework that posits four essential functions of organizational effectiveness: goal
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attainment, adaptation, integration and latency. Mott’s (1972) model of effective 
organizations views organizational effectiveness as more than goal achievement and 
includes five dimensions: (a) product quality, (b) quantity, (c) efficiency, (d) 
adaptability, and (e) flexibility, influenced the development of test items for the IOE. 
Miskel, et al., (1979) subsequently developed and found the IPOE (an adaptation of the 
IOE) to be a reliable measure o f perceived organizational effectiveness of educational 
institutions.
Two measures by Clarke (1997) influenced the Index of Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) and the Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE). Clarice (1997) provided a slight 
modification of the IPOE developed by Miskel, et al. (1979) to make it an applicable 
measure for prominent Research I institutions of higher education. Additionally,
Clarke (1997) developed the Higher Education Index of Departmental Effectiveness 
(HEIDE). The HEIDE examined three facets of higher education in terms of 
effectiveness — research, teaching and service. Both measures used by Clarke (1997) 
were found to be reliable measures of higher education effectiveness.
For this investigation, significant modifications on Clarke’s (1997) measures 
were necessary due to the unique higher education function of this study’s target 
population of state Cooperative Extension Services. The role, scope and mission of 
most state Cooperative Extension Services does not include research and formal 
teaching responsibilities. Extension professionals perform the university service 
mission providing informal educational programs for the citizens across their respective
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stales. Thus, the modified self-report measure took into consideration the unique 
perceived organizational effectiveness elements that specifically apply to Extension 
professionals’ work. In addition, new questions were added to the IPOEE and the 
IPOWEE to assess the perceptions of Extension professionals in accomplishing unique 
organizational tasks of state Cooperative Extension Services.
Data Collection Procedures 
Approval to conduct the study was received from a College o f Education - 
Educational Leadership, Research and Counseling Department faculty representative of 
the Institutional Review Board. This study met conditions of survey research with 
human subjects (voluntary, full disclosure, confidential) for exemption from 
institutional oversight by the IRB. Survey forms were printed by the LSU Assessment 
and Measurement Center on yellow legal size paper to contrast with the sea of white 
letter size papers typically found on Extension professionals’ desks. The use of 
different color and size of paper from standard office paper was an effort to prevent the 
survey from being misplaced thereby increasing the likelihood of completion and return 
of the surveys by respondents. The survey was an electronically scannable (bubble 
sheet) data collection form which included a demographic information section as well 
as the CESCES, ESEA, EGEA, EOEA, IPOEE and the IPOWEE.
Mailing addresses for all identified Cooperative Extension Service professionals 
in the sample were secured from five liaisons identified by state Extension directors 
from participating state Cooperative Extension Services to aid the researcher. Each 
Cooperative Extension Service professional identified for the survey sample was mailed
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a survey packet during the last week iir November 2000. Every survey packet included 
the following: a cover letter from their state Extension Director explaining the study 
and encouraging them to participate, a letter from the researcher further explaining the 
study and asking for their cooperation, the survey and a pre-addressed, business reply 
envelope.
The cover letter from the researcher explained the study procedures/time lines, 
emphasized the voluntary/anonymous nature of the research, encouraged each 
Extension professionals participation and asked for a completed survey to be returned 
within two weeks with one state exception. Due to a prolonged Thanksgiving holiday 
and extreme winter conditions thus prohibiting access to business mail for a week, 
Wisconsin survey participants were given three weeks to return their surveys. To assist 
in increasing the response rate, a follow up personal e-mail message was sent to 
participants granting a week and a half extension to encourage participation from those 
respondents who had not returned their surveys. The total time surveys were out was 
three weeks for Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina and Texas and four weeks for 
Wisconsin.
Data Analysis Procedures
Five kinds o f primary data analyses were completed: 1) descriptive statistical 
summaries for survey items, and subscales and characteristics of the sample; 2) 
exploratory factor analyses to examine the psychometric structure of the CESCES, 
ESEA, EGEA, EOEA, IPOEE and IPOWEE; 3) Cronbach’s (1957) Alpha reliability 
analyses of the CESCES, ESEA, EGEA and the IPOEE to explore internal
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consistencies of the factored scales, using individual Extension professionals as the units 
of analysis; 4) a series of bivariate correlations (Pearson product moment procedures) 
to examine relationships among the variables of interest using Extension professionals 
as the units of analysis; 5) a series multiple regression analyses to explore multivariate 
relationships among the study variables using Extension professionals as the units of 
analysis.
Chapter Summary
Chapter Three presents a discussion of the research design, sampling plan and 
instrumentation to be used in the study. Data collection and analysis procedures 
provide the conclusion of the chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS FOR THE STUDY MEASURES
The results of descriptive statistics, validity and reliability analyses of the data 
from the multi-state survey of Cooperative Extension Service professionals are 
presented in this Chapter. Chapter Five contains the results related to the research 
hypotheses and research questions.
The results for the study measures are presented is the following order: (a) 
descriptive statistics for the sample, (b) descriptive statistics for the study measures for 
the total sample, (c) factor analyses of the study measures, (d) descriptive statistics for 
factored variables, (e) descriptive statistics for factored variables for administrators and 
faculty; and (f) reliabilities of the data for each of the factored measures.
Characteristics of the Sample of Survey Respondents
The complete survey packet as described in Chapter Four was distributed to 
1308 state Cooperative Extension Service professionals in Kentucky, Louisiana, North 
Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin during the last week of November 2000. Eight hundred 
fifty-two (852) completed surveys were received for a 65.14 % return rate representing 
state Extension professionals at all levels within their organizations (county/regional 
agents, state specialists and administrators). Visual inspection of the raw data file 
detected seven cases that had extreme amounts of missing data. These seven cases 
were deleted.
The final data file with useable responses available for analysis was 845 cases. 
Descriptive statistics (sample sizes, frequencies, means and standard deviations) were
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computed (SPSS, 2000) on all categories of variables for the demographic information 
and for each survey measure item.
A summary of the number and frequency of responses for each of the 
demographic variables on the demographic form of the survey for the total sample is 
presented in Table 4.1. Percentages in the table do not always total 100 % due to, 
double coded data and rounding up percentages to the hundredth decimal place. For 
example, some Extension professionals had multiple job roles and indicated they held 
several positions.
The number of surveys returned from each state, number sent out in each state 
and percentage return rates by state were 111 of 165 (67.27 %) for Kentucky, 249 of 
380 (65.53 %) for Louisiana, 138 of 211 (65.4 %) for North Carolina, 258 of 417 (61.87 
%) for Texas and 89 of 135 (65.93 %) for Wisconsin. As shown in Table 4.1, the 
number and percentage of the total return rates by state were 111 (13.1 %) for 
Kentucky, 249 (29.5 %) for Louisiana, 138 (16.3 %) for North Carolina, 258 (30.5 %) 
for Texas and 89 (10.5 %) for Wisconsin. Of the total respondents, 43.1 % were female 
and 50.1 % were male. Missing data comprised 6.9 %.
Percentages of responses by age were 9.0 % between 20 and 29 years, 18.5 % 
between 30 and 39,36.7 % between 40 and 49 years, 29.6 % between 50 and 59, and 
4.3 % older than 60 years of age. Age data was missing for 2 % of the sample. The 
major difference between states in the gender category was that 62.1 % of the Texas 
respondents were male, while 58.6 % of those responding from Wisconsin were female. 
The primary distinction between states in the age of respondents was that over half
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Table 4.1
Profile of Sample by State. Gender and Age (n=845)
















60 and above 36 4.3
Missine data 17 2.0
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(S 1.1 %) of the respondents from Wisconsin were between the ages o f40-49, while 
only 2.3 % respondents reported the age category o f20-29. This was a distinct 
contrast to the younger Kentucky respondents of whom 13.5 % were in the 20-29 age 
group and 28.8 % were in the 40-49 age category.
Percentages o f responses by ethnicity are shown in Table 4.2 and were as 
follows: 88.5 % Caucasian, 4.7 % African American, 2.1 % Hispanic, Asian American 
.2 % and 1.2 % Other. The most striking difference among states in the ethnicity 
category was that Wisconsin was the least ethnically diverse reporting 97.7 % as 
Caucasian and 2.2 % as Other with no professionals identifying themselves as African 
American, Asian American or Hispanic. In North Carolina 87.1 % were Caucasian 
while 12.1 % of the respondents were African American. Louisiana and Texas had the 
most diverse professional faculty with respondents from all ethnic categories.
Respondents’ length of employment as an Extension professional for the total 
sample was as follows: 0 -1 0  years = 37.9 %, 11 - 20 years = 26.2 %, 21 - 30 years =
27.2 % and 31+ years = 5.3 %. Between state comparison revealed that in Texas 42.8 
% o f all respondents had less than 11 years of total Extension professional experience, 
white in North Carolina less than a third (30.6 %) o f  the respondents reported they had 
less than 11 years of experience.
Length of employment as an Extension professional in their current state 
Cooperative Extension Service for the total sample was as follows: 0 -1 0  years = 41.7 
%, 11- 20 years = 25.0 %, 21 - 30 years = 25.9 %, and 31 + years =  4.3 %. Between 
state comparison showed that almost half (47.1 %) of the Wisconsin respondents
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Table 4.2
Profile of Sample bv Ethnicity. Years Extension Work and Years at Current Extension
Service (n=845i
Characteristic Freauencv % of total resoondents
Ethnicity
African American 40 4.7




Missing data 27 3.2




31 and above 45 5.3
Missing data 29 3.4




31 and above 36 4.3
Missine data 27 3.2
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reported less than 11 years of work experience, while 30.9 % of the Louisiana 
respondents had 21 years or more experience in their current state Extension Service.
Table 4.3 reveals respondents' educational baccalaureate degrees included 43 % 
with a degree in agriculture, 26.8 % with a degree in Family and Consumer Sciences, 
7.8 % with a degree in Vocational Education with 21.1 % holding degrees in education, 
social sciences or other disciplines. Of the 848 survey respondents, 652 (76.9 %) 
indicated they held Master’s degrees. More than a third (35 %) held Master's degrees 
in Agriculture, 20.6 % held Master’s degrees in Education, and 14.3 % held Master’s 
degrees in Family and Consumer Sciences. Respondents holding Doctoral degrees 
numbered 141 of which over half (53.2 %) were in Agriculture.
Interestingly, when comparing results for the five states in the baccalaureate 
category, Kentucky survey respondents reported 51.4 % held degrees in agriculture, 
while in striking contrast Wisconsin only 18 % of the respondents held degrees in 
Agriculture. Of note is the fact that percentages of respondents from all five states who 
held Baccalaureate degrees in Family and Consumer Sciences were very similar 
percentages (Kentucky - 23.4 %, Louisiana - 28.9 %, North Carolina - 32.6 %, Texas -
22.2 %, Wisconsin - 29.2 %.)
A considerably larger percentage o f Louisiana respondents (64.3 %) and 
Kentucky respondents (64 %) reported they had earned Master's degrees than Texas 
respondents (37.9 %). Conversely, 23 % of Texas and 20 % of the Louisiana 
respondents had earned a doctoral degree contrasted with only 6.7 % o f Wisconsin 
respondents.
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Table 4.3
Profile of Sample bv Degree Levels (n=845)
Characteristic Freauencv % of total resnondents
Baccalaureate Degree 837 99.1
Agriculture 366 43.2
Family/Consumer Sciences 227 26.8
Vocational Education 66 7.8
Education 43 5.1
Social Sciences 20 2.4
Other 115 13.6
Masters Degree 652 77.2
Agriculture 231 27.2
Family/Consumer Sciences 93 11.0
Vocational Education 70 8.3
Education 134 15.8
Social Sciences 14 1.7
Other n o 13.0
Doctorate Degree 141 16.7
Agriculture 75 8.8
Family/Consumer Sciences 3 .4
Vocational Education 12 1.4
Education 16 1.9
Social Sciences 3 .4
Other 32 3.8
Note. Frequency and percent totals may be less than 845 and 100 % due to non
respondents.
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Table 4.4 includes office size for the Cooperative Extension Service 
professionals. Over half or 52 % of the respondents worked in offices with five or 
fewer Cooperative Extension Service professionals. Almost one fourth (194) worked in 
offices with 10 or more professionals. Data from the different states indicated that 43.2 
% o f Kentucky respondents worked in offices with three professionals while 26.1 % of 
Texas respondents worked in offices where they were only one of two professionals. 
Conversely, 28.4 % of respondents from Texas worked in offices that had 10 or more 
professionals.
Table 4.4
Profile of Sample bv Office Size (n=845)
Characteristic Frequency % of Total Respondents
Office Size
2 Professionals 95 11.2
3 Professionals 125 14.8
4 Professionals 120 14.2
5 Professionals 100 11.8
6 Professionals 73 8.6
7 Professionals 45 5.3
8 Professionals 47 5.6
9 Professionals 30 3.6
10 or more Professionals 194 23.0
Missing data 16 1.9
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Table 4.5 shows for the total sample, 66.2 % reportedthey held county level 
positions with: 26.6 % serving in county level agriculture positions, 23 % serving in 
county level family and consumer sciences positions, 16.6 % serving in county level 
youth development positions. There were 78 o f848 respondents or 9.2 % serving in 
state level agriculture specialists positions. There were some state differences of 
interest. For example, 26.5 % of all Louisiana respondents held 4-H youth 
development positions contrasted to 8.4 % of Texas respondents who held similar 
positions.
Table 4.5
Profile of the Sample by Current Professional Position (n=845)
Characteristic Freauencv % of total resnondents
County -Youth Development 146 17.3
County - Agriculture 221 26.2
County - Family/Consumer Science 195 23.1
County - Community Development 19 2.2
County - Other 21 2.5
County - Administration 51 6.0
Regional -Youth Development 5 .6
Regional - Agriculture 30 3.6
Regional - Family/Consumer Sci. 7 .8
Regional - Community Development 2 .2
Regional - Other 16 1.9
Regional - Administration 17 2.0
State - Youth Development 13 1.5
State - Agriculture 78 9.2
State - Family/Consumer Science 26 3.1
State - Other 45 5.3
State - Administration 30 3.6
Note. Frequency totals are greater than 845 due to dual job assignments
95
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Descriptive Statistic* for the Study Measures
Tables 4.6 - 4.8 contains summaries of item means and standard deviations for 
each measure for the total sample. By referring to Appendix B, item numbers for the 
various measures can be cross-referenced with the item statements. Summaries of item 
means and standard deviations for each measure by each state can be found in 
Appendix D. Items for the Cooperative Extension Service Culture Elements Survey 
were rated with a forced choice, four-point Likert response scale ranging horn 
l=Strongly Disagree to 4= Strongly Agree. Respondents were asked to provide two 
ratings: the actual and the preferred culture elements for their state Extension Service. 
The Extension Self Efficacy Assessment, the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment, 
and the Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment items were rated with a four- 
point scale ranging from 1 = Very Weak to 4 = Very Strong. Items for the Index of 
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension and Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension were rated using a forced choice, four option 
scale.
Professional Organizational Culture Measure
A summary of actual and preferred means, standard deviations and mean 
difference scores (preferred mean minus actual mean) for each item of the CESCES 
measure for the total sample is shown in Table 4.6. Item numbers can be cross- 
referenced with the item statements found in Appendix B. A forced choice, four-point 
Likert response scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree was 
used to rate the items. The actual score was less than the preferred score for all items,
96
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 4.6
Summary of Item Means. Standard Deviations and Mean Difference (Deprivation) 
Scores for Each Item of the CESCES (Actual and Preferred Perceptions) of the Total 
Sample (n = 845)
Item
Actual M Actual SD
Total Sample 
Preferred M Preferred SD Mean DifF.*
1. 3.06 .64 3.70 .47 .64
2. 2.91 .68 3.64 .49 .73
3. 3.13 .66 3.68 .49 .55
4. 2.61 .75 3.40 .57 .79
5. 2.59 .78 3.50 .56 .91
6. 3.11 .62 3.62 .50 .51
7. 2.88 .68 3.56 .52 .68
8. 3.00 .67 3.57 .51 .57
9. 2.86 .72 3.34 .67 .48
10. 2.71 .74 3.56 .53 .85
11. 2.66 .82 3.55 .52 .89
12 2.77 .76 3.56 .52 .79
13. 3.03 .63 3.52 .53 .49
14. 2.79 .68 3.51 .53 .72
15. 2.84 .77 3.58 .50 .74
16. 2.85 .78 3.43 .61 .58
17. 3.06 .71 3.62 .50 .56
18. 2.97 .73 3.59 .52 .62
19. 2.77 0.73 3.46 0.55 0.69
20. 2.87 0.72 3.58 0.53 0.71
21. 2.84 0.73 3.57 0.54 0.73
22. 3.20 0.67 3.66 0.48 0.46
23. 3.00 0.73 3.50 0.55 0.50
24. 3.07 0.58 3.51 0.52 0.44
25. 2.88 0.70 3.49 0.58 0.61
26. 2.89 0.71 3.43 0.55 0.54
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Table 4.6 (continued)
27. 2.57 0.76 3.31 0.61 0.74
28 .____________ 150________ 085_______ 151________ 057________1.01
Note. “Mean difference score computed by subtracting actual mean score from 
preferred mean score.
for both the total sample and for each state (see Table D.2 in Appendix D). As shown 
in Table D.2 (Appendix D) and Table 4.6, standard deviations for the preferred scores 
were smaller for every item in the total sample and for each state.
For the total sample the highest actual mean was 3.20 for item # 22 (Extension 
professionals in my state Extension Service incorporate research findings into their 
Extension programs and activities). The lowest actual mean score was 2.50 for item # 
28 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service have reached consensus 
regarding the state Extension vision and goals). For the preferred professional 
organizational culture scores for the total sample, the highest mean score (M= 3.70) was 
for item # 1 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service share program and 
educational activity experiences with each other. The lowest mean score for preferred 
professional organizational culture for the total sample was 3.31 for # 27 (Extension 
professionals in my state Extension Service openly share problems with each other).
The mean difference scores (preferred mean minus actual mean) ranged
from .44 for item # 24, to 1.01 for item # 28. A comparatively large mean difference
(cultural deprivation) score was also evident for item # 5 (.91).
Between state comparisons for the descriptive statistics for the CESCES show 
that for each state and for all items, preferred mean scores exceeded actual mean scores 
(see Appendix D). Two findings among the states were rather striking. Louisiana
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respondents’ cultural deprivation (mean difference) scores were conspicuously greater 
than those for other states for 23 of 28 items. In contrast, the cultural deprivation (mean 
difference) scores for Wisconsin respondents were markedly smaller than those for 
other states for 23 of 28 items.
For four of the five states the lowest cultural deprivation (mean difference) 
score was for item # 24 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service accept 
assistance and support from their colleagues). High cultural deprivation scores for all 
five states were indicated on item # 28 (Extension professionals in my state Extension 
Service have reached consensus regarding the state Extension vision and goals).
Low actual mean scores (<2.75) were consistently reported by all states for 
items # 4 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service spend time in personal 
reflection about their work), # S (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service 
spend time together to informally discuss the success and/or failure of existing 
programs/projects/activities), # 27 (Extension professionals in my state Extension 
Service openly share problems with each other), and # 28 (Extension professionals in 
my state Extension Service have reached consensus regarding the state Extension vision 
and goals). All five states consistently reported high actual mean scores (>3.00) for 
items # 3 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service are committed to 
professional growth to improve their Extension teaching and participant learning), # 6 
(Extension professionals in my state Extension Service give priority to helping their 
program participants develop knowledge and skills), #17 (Extension professionals in 
my state Extension Service are willing to help each other when problems arise), # 22
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(Extension professionals in my state Extension Service incorporate research findings 
into their Extension programs and activities), and # 24 (Extension professionals in my 
state Extension Service accept assistance and support from their colleagues). 
Interestingly, for the actual mean scores, 25 of 28 item means were higher for 
Wisconsin respondents than for Louisiana respondents.
For all state samples (see Appendix D), the highest preferred mean score was for 
item # 1 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service share program and 
educational activity experiences with each other) (Kentucky mean = 3.74, Louisiana 
mean = 3.73, North Carolina mean = 3.74, Texas mean = 3.66, Wisconsin mean =
3.67).
When comparing results for the five states (see Appendix D), high preferred 
mean scores (> 3.55) were reported for items # 1 (Extension professionals in my state 
Extension Service share program and educational activity experiences with each other), 
# 3 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service are committed to 
professional growth to improve their Extension teaching and participant learning), # 8 
(Extension professionals in my state Extension Service encourage each other to use 
professional judgement when making decisions), # 22 (Extension professionals in my 
state Extension Service incorporate research findings into their Extension programs and 
activities). The lowest preferred mean scores (< 3.45) reported by all states were for 
items # 4 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service spend time in 
professional reflection about their work), # 9 (Extension professionals in my state 
Extension Service believe all Extension program participants can leam and change their
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behavior), # 27 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service openLy share 
problems with each other).
Extension Human Efficacy Measures 
Means and standard deviations for the Extension Human Efficacy Assessments 
for the total sample are included in Table 4.7. For the complete sample on the 
Extension Self Efficacy Assessment (ESEA), the highest mean was 3.45 for item # 3 
(The strength o f my personal belief in my capabilities to provide research based, 
accurate information to clients is ...) and the lowest mean was 2.64 for item # 10 (The 
strength of my personal belief in my capabilities to plan and conduct program 
evaluation procedures is . ..).
For the total sample and the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA), the 
highest mean was 3.30 for item # 2 (The strength of the belief of Extension 
professionals in this office as a whole in our capabilities to develop and carry out 
effective educational programs is ...) and the lowest mean was 2.67 for item # 8 (The 
strength of the belief of Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our 
capabilities to adjust our program priorities as needed is ...).
For the entire sample and the Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment 
(EOEA), the highest mean was 3.12 for item # 4 (The collective strength of the belief of 
all our state Extension Service Professionals as a whole organizational group in our 
capabilities to provide state citizen educational outreach with information that helps 
them improve their lives i s . . . )  and the lowest mean was 2.47 for item # 7 (The 
collective strength o f the belief of all our state Extension Service Professionals as a
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Table 4.7
Summary o f Item Means and Standard Deviations for the ESEA. EGEA. EOEA. 
Measures for the Total Sample (n=845)
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Table 4.7 (cont.)
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whole organizational group in our capabilities to provide input in making important 
organizational decisions is .. .).
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness Measures
The means and standard deviations for each item o f the perceived organizational 
effectiveness measures for the total sample of respondents are found in Table 4.8. For 
the total sample, and the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension 
(IPOEE), the highest mean was 3.28 for item # 2 (Quality of educational programs 
collectively produced), and the lowest mean was 2.35 for item # 6 (Efficiency with 
available resources). For the entire sample and the Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE), the highest mean was 3.43 for item 
# 5 (Quality of educational activities), and the lowest mean was 2.59 for item # 11 
(Effectiveness at assisting clients and communities to adopt recommended practices or 
to change behaviors).
When contrasting the means of all items in the Index o f Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness in Extension and the Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension among the five states, a striking difference is 
found among three of the states (see Table D. 1 in Appendix D). Louisiana respondents 
had the lowest mean scores for all 11 of the 12 items found in the IPOEE measure and 
tied for the lowest mean score for one of the 12 items. For the IPOWEE measure 
Louisiana respondents had the lowest mean scores for eight of the 12 items and tied for 
the lowest mean score in one of the 12 items. Conversely, Wisconsin respondents had
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Table 4.8
Summary o f Item Means and Standard Deviations for the IPOEE and the IPOWEE 
Measures for the Total Sample (n=845)
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the highest mean scores for 8 of the 12 items found in  the IPOEE measure and Texas 
respondents had the highest mean scores for 9 of the 12 items of the IPOWEE measure.
Thus, Louisiana respondents collectively had the lowest perception of 
organizational and office workgroup effectiveness among the five states. Texas 
respondents collectively had the highest perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness 
among the five states and Wisconsin respondents collectively had the highest 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness among the five states.
A striking difference is found among three of the states when contrasting the 
means of all items in the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension, 
Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension, Extension Self 
Efficacy Assessment, the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment, and the Extension 
Organizational Efficacy Assessment among the five states (see Table D.2 in Appendix 
D). Louisiana respondents had the lowest mean scores on 24 out of the 58 items 
comprising the five measures. Conversely, Wisconsin respondents had the highest 
mean scores for 18 of the 58 items and Texas respondents had the highest mean scores 
for 21 of the 58 items. In particular, Louisiana respondents had the lowest mean score 
in all 12 items in the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension, 10 
of 12 items in the Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment and 9 of 12 items in 
the Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension.
Factor Analyses of the Study Measures 
Prior to completing analyses relevant to the major research hypotheses and 
questions, a series of factor analysis procedures was completed to ascertain the nature
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of latent constructs measured. There are a  variety of ways to make judgments regarding 
factors to be identified and derived from a given factor analysis procedure. The 
statistical procedures used (principal components analysis) in this study, and the 
decision-making rules established for retaining items on various factors are those that 
have been successfully used in a variety of recent large-scale studies requiring the 
development of self-report, survey measures (Bobbett, 2001; Clarke, 1997; Dellinger, 
2001; Ellett, 2000; Johnson, 1999; Olivier, 2001).
A series of exploratory factor analyses was completed for all measures used in 
the study since each of the measures was adapted from measures used in non-Extension 
work contexts. The total sample of respondents (n-845) was used in these analyses. 
Principal components procedures with Varimax rotation of factors were completed. To 
derive as many factors as feasible for each measure (using the default option of only 
retaining factors that explained at least 1.00 % of the total item variance), unconstrained 
solutions were followed by iteratively extracting and rotating from one to multiple 
factors. Final factor structures were achieved for each measure by considering the 
following: factor loadings, scree plots, and variance explained by factors identified in 
the various solutions. The goal in each analysis was to arrive at solutions containing 
the fewest meaningful factors relative to the total variance explained by the particular 
solution.
The following decision-making rules were used to determine the items to be 
retained on particular factors:
1. The minimum item/factor loading was .33 to retain an item on a factor.
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2. Items loading at least .33 on more than one factor were retained on the 
factor with the highest loading.
3. For items loading at or above .33 on more than one factor, an item was 
retained on the factor with the highest loading, provided the difference 
between the two squared loadings (coefficients of determination) was at 
least .10 (ten % greater item/factor commonality for the highest loading 
item than for the next highest loading item).
Table 4.9 lists the measures and subscales names and associated acronyms for 
ease in reviewing the tables in the following chapters.
Professional Organizational Culture Measure 
Cooperative Extension Service Cultural Elements Survey
Data for actual perceptions for the CESCES was factor analyzed using a series 
of principal components analyses with orthogonal rotation of factors in an attempt to 
explore the conceptual definitions of the professional organizational culture in state 
Cooperative Extension Services. Orthogonal rotations were used because of the 
theoretical assumptions that dimensions of professional organizational culture can be 
considered conceptually independent. A preliminary unconstrained solution identified 
four salient factors that retained all 28 items explaining 55.63 % o f the total variance in 
the solution. Subsequently, two- and three- factor solutions were completed and 
associated results were analyzed for the number of factors, patterning of loadings, and 
variance explained by each factor. A three-factor solution was considered most
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Table 4.9
Survey Measures and Subscales and Associated Acronyms
Measure/Subscale Acronym
Cooperative Extension Service Cultural Elements Survey CESCES
Professional Relationships Subscale PR
Professional Reflection and Collaboration Subscale PRC
Professional Values Subscale PV
Professional Relationships Deprivation Subscale DEP1
Professional Reflection and Collaboration Deprivation Subscale DEP2
Professional Values Deprivation Subscale DEP3
Extension Self-Efficacy Assessment ESEA
Extension Group Efficacy Assessment EGEA
Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment EOEA
Client Focused Efficacy Beliefs Subscale CFEB
Organization Focused Efficacy Beliefs Subscale OFEB
Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension IPOEE
Organizational Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness Subscale OECR
Organizational Effectiveness at Productivity Subscale OEP
Organizational Effectiveness at Flexibility & Adaptability Subscale OEFA
Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension IPO WEE
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness Subscale OWECR
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity Subscale OWEP
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Flexibility & Adaptability Subscale OWEFA
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representative of the data and the best operationalization of the professional 
organizational culture constructs.
Table 4.10 includes item commonalities and factor structure coefficients 
(item/factor correlations) for the CESCES three-factor solution with orthogonal rotation 
of factors. A total of 52.51 % of the total item variance was accounted for in this three- 
factor solution. Items shown in bold type and underlined were retained on the three 
factors. Seven items defining factor one loaded from .58 for item # 24 (Extension 
professionals in my state Extension Service accept assistance and support from their 
colleagues) to .81 for item # 15 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service 
show genuine concern for other colleagues). The first factor accounted for a total of 
19.19 % of the total item variance and was considered a measure of Professional 
Relationships (PR).
The second factor was defined by seven items with loadings ranging from .48 
for item # 6 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service give priority to 
helping their program participants develop knowledge and skills) to .74 for item # 2 
(Extension professionals in my state Extension Service work cooperatively in 
developing and implementing program priorities). This factor accounted for 17.42 % of 
the total variance in the solution and was termed Professional Reflection and 
Collaboration (PRC).
The third factor accounted for 16.63 % of the total variance with loadings 
ranging from .59 for item # 9 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service 
believe all Extension program participants can learn and change their behavior) and
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Table 4.10
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor LoadingfCorrelations) for a Three-Factor 





Item Factor Loadings'1 
Factor 2 Factor 3
1. .53 .26 *62f .21
2. .65 .25 *74 .17
3. .50 .22 .45 .44
4. .58 .19 .25
5. .58 .29 *82 .06
6. .57 .33 *48 .23
7. .54 .22 *81 .37
8. .43 .41 .41 .27
9. .43 .09 .26 39
10. .58 .27 *60 .36
11. .62 *2ffi .35 .09
12. .54 *82 .29 .26
13. .51 .48 .26 .40
14. .50 .32 .39 .50
15. .71 *81 .18 .17
16. .54 .06 .31 *52
17. .66 .76 .24 .13
18. .38 .31 .37 .36
19. .56 .52 .28 .45
20. .63 *ZG .28 .25
21. .58 .49 .43 .37
22. .51 .17 .11 &
23. .53 .28 .12 M
24. .54 £ 8 .21 .40
25. .52 .21 .27 *82
26. .63 .47 .09
27. .57 .61 .24 .21
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Table 4.10 (continued)
28. .63 .22 .51 .44
Eigen Values 14.50 5.37 4.66 4.47
% Variance 51.78 19.19 16.63 15.96
Note. ‘Item Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations. cBolded and underlined numbers 
indicate final item/factor locations.
# 16 (Extension professionals in my state Extension Service view Extension program 
evaluation as important) to .66 for item # 23 (Extension professionals in my state 
Extension Service encourage one another to further their studies and/or professional 
development activities). Six items were retained for the factor identified as 
Professional Values (PV).
Twenty of twenty-eight original items were retained in this solution to 
operationalize the CESCES subscale. Appendix C includes the conceptual definitions 
and items that operationalize the three identified dimensions of professional 
organizational culture measure.
Human Efficacy Measures 
Extension Self Efficacy Assessment
Self efficacy data for the entire sample were analyzed employing unconstrained 
and multiple factor solutions. The preliminary, unconstrained solution with orthogonal 
rotation of factors identified only one salient factor that explained 45.47 % of the total 
item variance with only one item failing to load. The skree plot also supported a one- 
factor solution. Two- and three-factor solutions were then completed. Concerns
112
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regarding parsimony and the limited number of items loading on the multiple factor 
solutions led to the decision to retain a one-factor solution for subsequent analyses 
pertinent to the hypotheses and research questions.
Table 4.11 provides a summary o f  the one-factor solution for the Extension Self 
Efficacy Beliefs measure that includes item commonalities and factor structure 
coefficients (item/factor correlations). A total o f45.47 % of the total item variance 
was accounted for in the one-factor solution. All ten items in the measure were retained 
in the one-factor solution. The items retained for the one-factor solution ranged from 
.73 (item # 4) to .57 (item # 3) and are indicated by bold type.
Extension Group Efficacy Assessment
An initial unconstrained solution with orthogonal rotation of factors was 
completed for the entire sample for the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA). 
The analysis resulted in a one factor solution that explained 53.05 % of the total item 
variance. Subsequently, two- and three-factor solutions were completed. Because of 
concerns of the limited number of items loading on factors, a decision was made to 
retain a one-factor solution for use in subsequent analyses. Table 4.12 reveals item 
commonalities and factor structure coefficients (item/factor correlations) for the one- 
factor solution. All twelve items in the measure were retained. Item loadings were 
rather strong and ranged from .77 for item # 2 (The strength of belief of Extension 
professionals in this office as a whole in our capabilities to develop and carry out 
effective educational programs and activities i s . . . )  and # 10 (The strength of belief of 
Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our capabilities to assist all program
113
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Table 4.11
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor Loadings (Correlations! for a One-Factor 
Orthogonal Solution for the Extension Self Efficacy Assessment (ESEA1 (n = 8451
Item Item Factor Loadings1*








8 . .46 .68
9. .41 .64
10. .40 .63
Eigen Values 4.5 4.5
% Variance Exnlained 45.47 45.47
Note. "Item Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations.
114
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 4.12
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor Loadings (Correlations! for a One-Factor 
Orthogonal Solution for the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA1 (n = 845)
Item Factor Loadings'1 













Eigen Values 6.37 6.31
% Variance Explained 53.05 53.05
Note. aItem Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations.
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participants as a whole to adopt recommended behaviors and practices that cmimprove 
their lives) to .67 for item # 8 (The strength of belief o f Extension professionals in this 
office as a whole in our capabilities to adjust our state program priorities as needed 
i s . . .) .
Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment
The twelve items of the EOEA were explored for dimensionality initially using 
an unconstrained solution with orthogonal rotation of factors. This solution identified 
two factors that explained 64.44 % of the total item variance. Following this 
procedure, one-, two- and three-factor solutions were completed. The decision to retain 
a two-factor solution for use in subsequent analyses was made due to the greater total 
variance explained and the larger number of items defining the factors compared to the 
three factor solution.
A summary of item commonalities and item/factor loadings (correlations) for 
the two-factor solution of the organizational efficacy measure is provided in Table 4.13. 
Eleven of twelve items loaded on the two-factor solution and explained a total of 64.44 
of the variance in the solution. The first factor was defined by six items and accounted 
for 34.01 % of the total item variance. Item/factor loadings for items retained on this 
factor varied from .63 for item # 9 (The strength of belief of Extension professionals in 
this office as a whole in our capabilities to get clients involved in identifying 
educational program priorities is . . . )  to .79 for item # 4 (The strength of belief of 
Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our capabilities to provide
116
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Table 4.13
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor Loadings (Correlationŝ  for a Two-factor 
Orthogonal Solution for the Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment (EOEA) fa
ii845)
Item Item Factor Loadings1*
Item#8__________________________Commonalities Factor 1 Factor 2
1. .58 .47 .60*
2. .62 31 .33
3. .73 .32 31
4. .68 31 .25
5. .64 .38 31
6. .68 31 .31
7. .79 .18 m
8. .71 .36 31
9. .56 M .41
10. .65 31 .34
11. .56 31 .21
12. .52 .54 .48
Eigen Values 7.73 4.08 3.65
% Variance Explained 64.44 34.01 30.43
Note. ‘Item Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations. 'Bolded and underlined numbers 
indicate final item/factor locations.
117
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
citizen educational outreach with information that helps them improve their lives...) . 
This factor was termed Client-Focused Efficacy Beliefs (CFEB).
For factor two, five items with loadings ranging from .60 for item # 1 (The 
strength of belief of Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our capabilities 
to carry out decisions and plans designed for Extension programs i s . . . )  to .87 for item 
# 7 (The strength of belief o f Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our 
capabilities to provide input in making important organizational decisions i s . . . )  were 
retained. This second efficacy factor was termed Organization-Focused Efficacy 
Beliefs (OFEB) and accounted for 30.43 % of the total item variance. The conceptual 
definitions and items that operationalize the two dimensions of the organizational 
efficacy beliefs instrument resulting from the factor analyses completed in this study 
can be found in Appendix C.
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness Measures
Factor analyses as described previously were also completed for the measures 
developed to assess perceived effectiveness of Cooperative Extension Services. 
Unconstrained solutions were followed by multi-factor solutions using orthogonal 
rotations of factors.
Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension
The initial unconstrained solution suggested a one-factor solution for the 
IPOWEE measure. Subsequently, orthogonal rotations for two- and three-factor 
solutions were completed. A three-factor solution was accepted as the most appropriate
118
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
for this measure because of a priori findings regarding dimensionality of the perceived 
organizational effectiveness construct.
Table 4.14 presents a summary of item commonalities and factor loadings 
(correlations) for a three-factor, principal components solution for the Index of 
Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) measure. Eleven 
of the twelve measurement items were retained in this solution. Loadings for eight of 
the eleven items exceeded .70. The three-factor solution accounted for 63.41 % of the 
total item variance.
Five items were retained for the first factor. The first factor accounted for a 
total of 23.26 % of the total item variance and was considered a measure of Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Client Responsiveness (OWECR). The factor loadings 
ranged from .58 for item # 6 (Efficiency with available resources (money, people, time, 
equipment, etc) to .76 for item # 10 (Effectiveness in assisting clients to gain 
knowledge) and # 11 (Effectiveness at assisting clients and communities to adopt 
recommended practices or to change behaviors). Accounting for 20.94 % of the total 
item variance factor three was defined as a dimension of culture measuring the 
dimension of Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity (OWEP).
Three items loaded for factor two ranging from .59 for item # 1 (Quantity of 
educational programs collectively produced) to .82 for item # 2 (Quality of educational 
programs collectively produced). For the third factor, three items accounted for 19.22 
% of the total item variance and is understood to be a measure of Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptation (OWEFA). The three items ranged from .54
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Table 4.14 ..
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor Loadings (Correlations) for a Three- 
Factor Orthogonal Solution for the Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness 
in Extension (IPOWEE1 (n = 845)
Factor Loadings1*
Item#*__________ Commonalities Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1. .41 .40 J9 f .23
2. .51 .27 M .25
3. .40 .14 .52 .57
4. .40 .38 .20
5. .54 .26 i81 .19
6. .42 *38 .24 .29
7. .42 .19 .20 M
8. .39 .36 .18 J f l
9. .64 J1 .40 .26
10. .63 J* .36 .19
11. .55 .23 .28
12. .44 J5 .12 .19
Eigen Value 7.61 2.79 2.51 2.31
% Variance Exnlained 63.41 23.26 20.94 19.22
Note. ‘Item Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations. cBolded and underlined numbers 
indicate final item/factor locations.
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foe item # 4 (Effectiveness at coping with emergencies and disruptions) to .82 for item 
# 7 (Innovation awareness)..
Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension
The initial unconstrained solution for the IPOEE distinguished one salient factor 
that retained all 12 items explaining 47.64 % of the total variance in the solution. Then 
two and three factors were extracted and associated results were analyzed for the 
number of factors, patterning of loadings, and variance explained by each factor. A 
three-factor solution was considered the best representation of the data and the best 
operationalization of the perceived organizational effectiveness dimensions.
Table 4.15 is a summary of item commonalities and factor structure coefficients 
(item/factor correlations) for the three-factor solution with orthogonal rotation of 
factors. All twelve items were retained in the three-factor solution. A total o f65.69 % 
o f  the total item variance was accounted for with nine of twelve items loading at .65 or 
greater. Four items defined factor one that loaded from .70 for item #12 (Amount of 
responsibility to accomplish organizational objectives reflecting stakeholder identified 
issues) to .80 for item # 11 (Effectiveness at assisting clients and communities to adopt 
recommended practices or to change behaviors).
The first factor accounted for a total o f26.59 % of the total item variance and 
was considered a measure of Organizational Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness 
(OECR). Defined by four items, the second factor had loadings ranging from .62 for 
item # 1 (Quantity of educational programs collectively produced) to .81 for item # 2
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 4.15
Summary of Item Commonalities and Factor Loadings (Correlations) for a Three-factor
Orthogonal Solution for the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in 
Extension (IPQEEf (n = 845)
Item#* Commonalities Factor 1
Factor Loadings'1 
Factor 2 Factor 3
1. .50 .30 M . .18
2. .58 .29 S I .13
3. .45 .07 m .37
4. .41 .19 .32
5. .51 .33 M .25
6. .44 .38 .11 *65
7. .42 .17 .31 M
8. .48 .24 .14 JA
9. .68 .33 .29
10. .63 J 1 .35 .23
11. .60 M .21 .23
12. .43 I S .17 .24
Eigen Value 7.88 3.19 2.47 2.22
% Variance Exnlained 65.69 26.59 20.58 18.52
Note. “Item Numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B. bItem/Factor loadings are correlations. cBolded and underlined numbers 
indicate final item/factor locations.
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(Quality of educational programs collectively produced). This factor accounted for 
20.58 % of the total variation in the solution and was termed Organizational 
Effectiveness at Productivity (OEP). With loadings ranging from .62 for item # 4 
(Effectiveness at coping with emergencies and disruptions) to .74 for item # 8 
(Response, acceptance and adjustment to changes in new methods, routines and/or 
technologies) this three-factor solution accounted for 18.52 % of the total variance. 
Four items were retained for this factor identified as Organizational Effectiveness at 
Flexibility and Adaptability (OEFA). Thus, all twelve of the original items were 
retained in this solution to operationalize the IPOEE subscales. The conceptual 
definitions and items that operationalize the three dimensions of professional 
organizational culture measure are located in Appendix C.
Descriptive Statistics for Factored Dimensions of Measures 
A summary of descriptive statistics for actual and preferred ratings for the 
factored subscales of the CESCES measure for the total sample is included in Table 
4.16. Shown in the table are means, standard deviations, and means expressed as 
percentages of the maximum possible score for each dimension (subscale). The means 
expressed as percentages of the maximum possible score for each subscale were 
computed for each measure to facilitate easier interpretation across the various scales 
since the number of items on each measurement subscale differed from one subscale to 
the next.
Summaries of descriptive statistics for actual and preferred ratings for the 
factored subscales of the CESCES measure by each state are located in Appendix E.
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Table 4.16
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Subscales of the CESCES for the Total 
Sample for Actual and Preferred Means (n=845)
CESCES M
Actual
SD M % Max* M
Preferred
SD M % Max
PRb (7)c 19.76 3.96 70.57 24.44 3.22 87.29
PRCd (7) 19.78 3.59 70.64 23.75 3.47 84.82
PVe f61 17.60 3.06 73.33 20.64 2.81 86.00
Note. aM % Max. score completed by dividing scale mean by maximum possible scale 
score (# of items x 4).b Professional Relationships subscale. cNumber of items on scale. 
d Professional Reflection and Collaboration subscale. c Professional Values subscale.
Preferred organizational culture subscale scores are higher in all cases (total sample and
in each state) than actual subscale scores for all three CESCES dimensions.
Differences between percentages of the maximum possible score (preferred 
minus actual) for the total sample were: PR (16.72), PRC (14.18), PV (12.67). For 
Kentucky these differences were: PR (18.47.0), PRC (15.25), PV (13.79). For 
Louisiana these differences were: PR (19.00), PRC (15.54), PV (16.29). For North 
Carolina these differences were: PR (15.75), PRC (13.39), PV (10.91). For Texas these 
differences were: PR (15.18), PRC (12.96), PV (10.45). For Wisconsin these 
differences were: PR (13.96), PRC (13.86), PV (10.13).
The most noticeable differences among the five states in preferred less actual 
percentages of the maximum possible scores (cultural deprivation index) were for the 
Professional Relationships (PR) subscale (Kentucky -  18.47; Louisiana = 19.00). 
Louisiana respondents indicated the lowest actual scores for all three CESCES
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subscales. Additionally, the greatest cultural deprivation (preferred minus actual 
percentages) was indicated by Louisiana respondents.
Table 4.17 summarizes descriptive statistics for the factored dimensions of the 
ESEA, EGEA, EOEA, IPOWEE and the IPOEE for the total sample. The mean scores 
expressed as percentages of the maximum possible scores were somewhat higher for the 
professional organizational culture variables than for the human efficacy and 
organizational effectiveness variables. In comparing the professional organizational 
culture variable results (PR, PRC, VC) to the human efficacy variable results (ESEA, 
EGEA, EOEA-CFEB, EOEA-OFEB) and the perceived organizational effectiveness 
variable results (OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA, OECR, OEP, OEFA for the total sample. 
Means as percentages of the maximum possible scores for the total sample varied from 
65.50 % (OECR) to 81.08 % (OWEP).
Summaries by each state are located in Appendix E. For Kentucky 
respondents, means as percentages of the maximum possible scores varied from 
64.25 % (OECR) to 78.30 % (ESEA) (see Appendix E). For Louisiana respondents, 
means as percentages of the maximum possible scores varied from 61.88 % (OECR) to 
80.08 % (ESEA). For North Carolina respondents, means as percentages of the 
maximum possible scores varied from 66.10 % (CFEB) to 82.08 % (OWEP). For 
Texas respondents, means as percentages of the maximum possible scores varied from 
64.05 % (OFEB) to 83.67 % (OWEP). For the Wisconsin sample the range was 66.95 
%, (OFEB) and 84.63 % (OEP).
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Table 4.17
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of the ESEA. EGEA. 
EOEA. IPO WEE and the IPOEE for All States Combined
Measure/Subscale M SD M %Max
ESEAb(10)c 31.98 4.69 79.95
EGEAd(12) 36.25 6.82 75.52
EOEA*
CFEBf (6) 17.95 3.52 74.79
OFEB8 (5) 12.90 3.51 64.50
IPO WEE"
OWECR' (5) 14.29 3.03 71.45
OWEPJ (3) 9.73 1.70 81.08








Note. "M % Max. score completed by dividing scale mean by maximum possible scale 
score (# of items x 4). bExtension Self Efficacy Assessment. ‘Number of items on 
scale. dExtension Group Efficacy Assessment. ‘Extension Organizational Efficacy 
Assessment. rClient Focused Efficacy Beliefs subscale. “Organization Focused 
Efficacy Beliefs subscale. hIndex of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in 
Extension. ‘Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness subscale.
JOffice Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity subscale. kOffice Workgroup 
Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability subscale. 'Index o f Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness in Extension. "Organizational Effectiveness at Client 
Responsiveness subscale. "Organizational Effectiveness at Productivity subscale. 
"Organizational Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability subscale
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Descriptive Statistics, for Survey Subscales for Administrators and Faculty
Two analyses were completed to assess differences in perceptions among 
administrators and faculty. For the first analysis, administrators were defined as all 
respondents who indicated that they held an administrative position at the county, 
regional and state level, while faculty were all other respondents who indicated a non- 
administrative position. The results are found in Table 4.18. The analysis was run for 
the entire sample of respondents (n=845). For the second analysis, administrators were 
defined as only those who indicated that they currently held regional or state level 
positions. These results are indicated in Table 4.19.
This was done because administrators serving at the county level more often 
that not serve dual positions as faculty conducting educational programs in addition to 
their part-time administrative role. The researcher wished to determine if any 
differences in perceptions existed between administrators who serve in that capacity 
only part-time as opposed to those who serve as administrators full time.
Table 4.18 reveals no notable mean differences between administrators’ 
(includes county, regional and state level administrators, n=97) and faculty (n=748) on 
any of the subscales. This was not the case in the second analysis when contrasting the 
means for administrators (only regional and state administrators included, n=46) and 
faculty (n=797). In this analysis three significant mean differences were noted in Table 
4.19. For the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA), the mean for 
administrators was 38.2 and the mean for faculty was 36.1. The mean as percentage of 
the maximum possible scores was 79.6 %, while only 75.2 % for the faculty
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Table 4.18
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of all Survey Subscales
Combined
Measure Administrators (n=97) Faculty (n=748)
M SD M%Max* M SD M%Max*
CESCES
PR (7)b 20.6 3.6 73.6 19.7 4.0 70.4
PRC (7) 20.1 3.5 71.8 19.7 3.6 70.4
PV(6) 17.7 3.1 73.8 17.6 3.0 73.3
DEP1 (7) 5.1 3.4 5.6 3.7
DEP2 (7) 4.9 2.8 4.9 2.7
DEP3 (6) 4.4 2.8 4.1 2.4
ESEA (10) 32.0 4.6 80.0 32.0 4.7 80.0
EGEA (12) 37.3 6.8 77.7 36.1 6.8 75.2
EOEA
CFEB (6) 18.2 3.9 75.8 17.9 3.5 74.6
OFEB (5) 13.3 3.7 66.5 12.9 3.5 64.5
IPOEE
OECR (4) 10.6 2.5 66.3 10.5 2.5 65.6
OEP (4) 13.0 1.9 81.3 12.8 2.1 80.0
OEFA (4) 11.3 2.1 70.6 11.0 2.3 69.4
IPO WEE
OWECR (5) 14.7 2.7 73.5 14.2 3.0 71.0
OWEP (3) 9.7 1.5 80.8 9.7 1.7 80.8
OWEFA (3) 9.4 1.2 78.3 9.1 1.6 75.8
Note. *M % Max. score completed by dividing scale mean by maximum possible scale 
score (# of items x 4). bNumber of items on scale.
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Table 4.19
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of all Survey Subscales
for Administrators (Excluding Countv -Level Administrators) and Faculty for All States
Combined
Measure Administrators(n=46) Faculty (n=797)
M SD M%Max* M SD M%Max
CESCES
PR (7)b 21.2 3.4 75.7 19.7 4.0 70.4
PRC (7) 20.4 3.4 92.9 19.7 3.6 70.4
PV (6) 17.3 3.3 72.1 17.6 3.0 73.3
DEP1 (7) 4.9 3.2 5.6 3.7
DEP2 (7) 4.9 2.7 4.9 2.7
DEP3 (6) 4.7 2.9 4.0 2.5
ESEA (10) 32.7 4.4 81.8 31.4 4.7 79.8
EGEA (12) 38.2 6.7 79.6 36.1 6.8 75.2
EOEA
CFEB (6) 18.7 4.0 78.0 17.9 3.5 74.6
OFEB (5) 13.6 3.8 68.0 12.9 3.5 64.5
IPOEE
OECR (4) 10.9 2.8 68.1 10.5 2.5 65.6
OEP (4) 13.2 1.7 82.5 12.8 2.0 80.0
OEFA (4) 11.6 2.0 72.5 11.0 2.3 68.8
IPO WEE
OWECR (5) 14.7 2.7 73.5 14.3 3.0 71.5
OWEP (3) 9.7 1.5 80.8 9.7 1.7 80.8
OWEFA (3) 9.7 1.1 80.8 9.1 1.6 75.8
Note. aM% Max. score completed by dividing scale mean by maximum possible scale 
score (# of items x 4). bNumber of items on scale. ‘Number of items comprising scale.
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or a difference in perceptions of 4.4%. Additionally, for the Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability (OWEFA) measure, the mean for the 
administrators was 9.7 and the mean for the faculty was 9.1. The mean as percentage of 
the maximum possible scores was 80.8 %, while only 75.8 % for the faculty or a 
difference in perceptions o f 5.0 %. Finally, and perhaps the most striking result in these 
two analyses was for the Professional Relationships (PR) subscale where the mean for 
the administrators was 21.2 and the mean for the faculty was 19.7 and the mean as 
percentage of the maximum possible scores was 75.7 %, while only 70.4 % for the 
faculty or a difference in perception of 5.3 %.
For both analyses all means for each subscale with one exception were larger for 
administrators than for faculty. The exception was the CESCES subscale of 
professional values. For both analyses the mean scores expressed as percentages of the 
maximum possible scores were slightly higher for the Administrators than for the 
Faculty with the one exception of the CESCES subscale of professional values.
Reliability Analyses
Cronbach Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were computed for 
each factored measurement dimension using the entire sample of respondents (n=845) 
and for each state. Table 4.20 is a summary of the Alpha reliability coefficients for the 
data for the sample of respondents for each state and for the total sample (n=845). For 
the total sample, these coefficients varied from a low of .71 (Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability) (OWEFA) to .92 (Extension Group
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Table 4.20
Crombach Alpha Internal Consistency Reliability Coefficients for Final Factored 














PR (7)b .89 .89 .90 .85 .90 .88
PRC (7) .83 .85 .87 .84 .77 .84
PV (6) .73 .78 .83 80 .73 .79
ESEA (10) .85 .88 .87 .85 .86 .86
EGEA (12) .91 .94 .90 .90 .92 .92
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) .87 .88 .87 .89 .85 .88
OFEB (5) .88 .90 .88 .89 .86 .88
IPOEE (12)
OECR (4) .86 .86 .85 .84 .89 .86
OEP (4) .77 .78 .76 .75 .83 .79
OEFA (4) .72 .75 .75 .72 .71 .73
IPO WEE (12)
OWECR (5) .87 .87 .88 .83 .87 .86
OWEP (3) .76 .80 .78 .80 .84 .80
OWEFA f3)
\Ta#a 1\Ti aT • 4aim a
.66 .72 .71
b X T. . .
.67 .73 .71
Note. *Number of items comprising original scale. b Number of items comprising the
factored subscale.
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Efficacy Assessment) (EGEA). Seven of the thirteen reliability coefficients exceeded 
.85.
Between state comparisons show the Alpha coefficients ranged from .66 
(OWEFA) to .91 (EGEA) for Kentucky respondents and for Louisiana respondents, the 
Alpha coefficients varied from .72 (OWEFA) to .94 (EGEA). For the North Carolina 
sample, reliabilities varied from .69 (Organizational Effectiveness at Flexibility and 
Adaptability( (OEFA) to .90 (EGEA and PR) (Professional Relationships).
Reliabilities ranged from .67 (OWEFA) to .90 (EGEA) for Texas respondents. For 
Wisconsin respondents the Alpha coefficients varied from .71 (OEFA) to .92 (EGEA). 
Relatively modest variation between samples of the five states was found.
Additionally, when comparing data from each state sample to the total sample only 
modest variation was found. The greatest variation was found between state samples 
for two of the CESCES subscales (Professional Reflection and Collaboration and 
Professional Values) (PRC and PV).
Chapter Summary 
The results of a variety of data analyses completed in the study are provided in 
Chapter Four. The following analyses are fncluded: fa) descriptive statistics to 
describing characteristics for the total sample and each state (Kentucky, Louisiana, 
North Carolina, Texas and Wisconsin) for the various measures used, (b) factor 
analyses for refinement of the measures, and (c) internal consistency reliability 
analyses of measurement scales identified through the factor analyses. The results of
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the bivariate and multivariate analyses of the. factored dimensions and results pertinent 
to the research hypotheses and questions are provided in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS PERTINENT TO THE RESEARCH 
HYPOTHESES AND QUESTIONS
Chapter Five presents summaries of the correlational analyses, regression
analyses and results for each hypothesis and research question. Results related to the
analyses are presented in tables throughout the chapter. The summaries and results are
presented in the following format: (a) intercorrelations among the factored measures,
(b) regression analyses of the perceived organizational effectiveness measure on the
measures and their factored subscales, (c) canonical correlation analyses between
factored measures of the dependent and independent variables, (d) summary of results
for each hypothesis and research question framing the study, and identified by selected
demographic variables (e.g., age, race, gender).
Bivariate Correlations Among Factored Dimensions o f the Study Measures 
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were computed among all 
factored subscales of the study measures to examine interrelationships among the 
various subscales and to test selected hypotheses framing the investigation. Bivariate 
correlations between the dependent variables, Index of Perceived Organizational 
Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) and Index of Perceived Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) and the independent variables for the entire 
sample of respondents are shown in Table 5.1. Professional organizational culture 
variables reflected actual perceptions of dimensions of culture. Professional 
organizational culture deprivation scores (DEP1, DEP2, DEP3) were obtained by 
subtracting the respondents’ perceptions of actual professional organizational culture 
from preferred culture perception scores to produce the professional organizational
134
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Table 5.1
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between Perceived organizational 
effectiveness Measures and the Independent Variable Measures for the Total Sample 
(n = 8451
Variable Perceived organizational effectiveness
IPOEE IPOWEE
___________ OECR PEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
CESCES
PR .37** .35** .38** .29** .28** .30**
PRC .49** .47** .46** .36** .37** .34**
PV .50** .44** .45** .37** .32** .32**
DEP1 -.19** -.18** -.21** -.14** -.13** -.15**
DEP2 -.30** -.26** -.26** -.22** -.22** -.20**
DEP3 -.29** -.26** -.25** -.21** -.17** -.17**
ESEA .44** .34** .28** .47** .39** .37**
EGEA .51** .39** .38** .67** .59** .61**
EOEA
CFEB .60** .52** .46** .44** .37** .32**
OFEB .50** .43** .47** .34** .27** .29**
* * p<.0001
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culture deprivation variables from the factored subscales of the CESCES (PR, PRC, 
PV).
All correlations in the table are statistically significant (p<.01) and in the 
predicted direction. These ranged from .67 (Extension Group Efficacy Assessment 
with Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness) to .27 (Organization 
Focused Efficacy Beliefs with Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity).
For the entire sample, over one-fourth of the bivariate correlations between the 
factored measurement dimensions were rather large in magnitude. The remaining 
three-fourths of the correlations were rather moderate in magnitude. Considered 
collectively, the results in Table S.l show that the strongest relationships with the 
perceived organizational effectiveness subscales were EGEA with OWECR (r=.67), 
EGEA with OWEFA (r=.61), CFEB with OECR (r=60), and EGEA with OWEP 
(r=.S9). As expected perceptions of group efficacy are positively and highly correlated 
with perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness dimensions. In addition, 
perceptions of organizational efficacy are positively and highly correlated with 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
The three culture deprivation scores when correlated with the IPOEE 
dimensions and the IPOWEE dimensions were generally modest in magnitude, ranging 
from -.30 (DEP2 • Deprivation in Professional Reflection and Collaboration with 
Organizational Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness - OECR and DEP3 - Deprivation 
in Professional Values with Organizational Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness - 
OECR) to -.13 (DEP1 - Deprivation in Professional Relationships with Office
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Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity -  OWEP). These results indicatethat the 
greater the congruence between employees’ preferred and actual perceptions of 
professional reflection and collaboration and commonly held professional values, the 
stronger are Extension professional perceptions of their organizational effectiveness.
Pearson product moment correlations for each state (Kentucky, Louisiana, North 
Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin) are found in Appendix F. In Louisiana, all correlations 
shown in the table were statistically significant beyond the .001 level with the majority 
exceeding beyond the .0001 level. With three exceptions, in Kentucky and Texas all 
correlations were statistically significant beyond the .01 level with majority exceeding 
beyond the .0001 level. All but one correlation in North Carolina was statistically 
significant beyond the .01 level. Wisconsin, with two exceptions, had correlations that 
were statistically significant beyond the .01 level.
The most striking finding in the magnitude of correlations of the independent 
variable measures with the perceived organizational effectiveness factored subscales 
was that for Wisconsin respondents over half (26 of 42) of the correlations were rather 
large in magnitude (>.46) in contrasting the five states. On the whole, the other four 
states had correlations similar in magnitude. Considered collectively, bivariate 
correlations for the five states ranged from rather moderate to rather strong in 
magnitude.
Intercorrelations Among the Independent Variables
Pearson product moment intercorrelations correlations among the factored 
dimensions o f the various measures (independent variables) of the study for the total
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study sample are shown in Table 5.2. Professional organizational culture variables 
reflected actual perceptions of dimensions o f culture. Respondents’ perceptions of 
actual professional organizational culture were subtracted from preferred culture 
deprivation variables to produce the professional organizational culture deprivation 
variables (DEP1, DEP2, DEP3) from the factored subscales of the CESCES (PR, PRC, 
PV). For the table total o f 45 correlations, only one (2.2 %) failed to reach statistical 
significance (p<.05). Only two correlations were not statistically significant beyond the 
.0001 level.
As might be expected, the efficacy measures were positively and strongly 
related to each other. The correlations ranged from r=.41 (ESEA/OFEB) to r=.72 
(CFEB/OFEB). Intercorrelations between the efficacy measures and the culture 
variables (subscales) were moderate to rather strong in magnitude. These correlations 
ranged from r=.23, p<.0001 (ESEA/PR) to r=.56, p<.0001 (OFEB/PRC).
Strong, positive relationships were found among the three professional 
organizational culture measures (subscales) o f actual perceptions of culture (PR/PRC, 
r=.67, p<.0001; PR/PV, r=.60, p<.0001; PRC/PV, r=.64, p<.0001). Negative and 
moderate to strong relationships were found between each of the three professional 
organizational culture deprivation variables (preferred minus actual scale mean scores) 
and perceptions of actual ratings of dimensions of culture. These correlations ranged 
from r=-.27, p<.0001 (DEP3/PR) to r=-.70, p<.0001 (DEP1/PR).
The intercorrelations between the cultural deprivation variables and the self 
efficacy measures were negligible to moderate in magnitude (r=.01 to r=.32). Strong,
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Table 5.2
Summary of Pearson Product Moment IntercoiTelations Among Independent Variables 
For All States (n=84S~>
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA -----  .54** .50* • .41** .23** .34** .34** .01 .  13** -.06*
EGEA -----  .54** SO** .38** .44** 4t«* -.15** *.24** -.14**
CFEB ---- .72** .42** .55** .51** -.19** *.32** ..25**
OFEB ---- .46** .56** .50** .-.22** -.32** •22**
PR ---- .67** .60** -.70** .40** -.27**
PRC ---- .64** -.40** -.68** -.32**
PV ---- -.30** -.37** -.60**





positive relationships were found among the three professional organizational culture 
deprivation variables (DEP1/DEP2, r=. 67, p<.0001; DEP1/DEP3, r=.52 p<.0001; 
DEP2/DEP3, r=.54, p<.0001) as might be expect.
In comparing the intercorrelations among the independent variables between 
states, it is interesting to find so little variation in the results. All human efficacy 
measure correlations (ESEA, EGEA, CFEB, OFEB) were statistically significant at 
beyond the .01 level and were positively and strongly related to one another. For all 
states, the lowest and highest magnitudes were found for the same two intercorrelations 
for the efficacy measures (ESEA/OFEB and CFEB/OFEB).
In general, moderate to rather large correlations were found among the human 
efficacy (ESEA, EGEA, CFEB, OFEB) and professional organizational culture
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variables (PC, PRC, PV). Strong and positive relationships were found among the 
professional organizational culture measures. For all states, the three professional 
organizational culture deprivation variables and the perceptions of actual ratings of 
professional organizational culture correlations were negative and low to very large in 
magnitude.
Interestingly, the greatest variation in range was found among the 
intercorrelations between the culture deprivation variables and the perceptions of actual 
culture. In Texas, intercorrelations for Professional Values (PV) with Professional 
Relationships Deprivation (DEPI) was r=-.06. while in Kentucky the Professional 




A stepwise multiple regression analysis was completed to explore the extent to 
which various independent variable combinations in the investigation predicted 
variation in Extension professionals’ perceptions of organizational and work office 
effectiveness. Six stepwise regression was completed six times using the six factored 
dimensions of the Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension 
(IPOEE) and the Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension 
(IPOWEE) as different dependent variables.
The Index of Perceived Organizational Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) 
factored dimensions (OECR, OEP and OEFA) were each regressed on the factored
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
dimensions of the Cooperative Extensioir Service Cultural Elements Survey (CESCES), 
Culture Deprivation variables (DEPI, DEP2, DEP3), Extension Self efficacy 
Assessment (ESEA) and Extension Organizational Efficacy Assessment (EOEA). The 
Index of Perceived Office Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) factored 
dimensions (OWECR, OWEP, and OWEFA) were each regressed on the factored 
dimensions of the CESCES, culture deprivation variables (DEPI, DEP2, DEP3), ESEA 
and Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA).
!n these analyses, professional organizational culture variables reflected actual 
perceptions of dimensions of culture. Respondents' perceptions of actual professional 
organizational culture were subtracted from preferred culture deprivation variables to 
produce the professional organizational culture deprivation variables (DEPI, DEP2, 
DEP3) from the factored subscales of the CESCES (PR, PRC, PV). Tables 5.3 to 5. 8 
show the findings of all six regression analyses. The variable entered in each step of 
the analysis, the values for the multiple correlation at each step (R), the squared 
multiple correlation (R2), the change in the squared multiple correlation at each step 
(aR2), the F value for the variable entered into the regression equation, and probabilities 
for each F statistic for the variable entered at each step are included in each table.
The results in Table 5.3 reveal that the Client Focused Efficacy Beliefs (CFEB) 
measure was the first variable to enter the regression equation (R=59, F=357.55, 
pc.0001). This perception of clientfocused efficacy beliefs accounted for 35 % of the 
total variance in perceived organizational effectiveness at client responsiveness as 
measured by the IPOEE subscale. At step two, the Professional Values (PV) variable
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Table S. 3
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Regressing the OECR Measure on 
ESEA. OFEB. CFEB. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and PEP3 (n= 845)
Steo Variable R R2 aR2 F D
1. CFEB .59 .35 — 309.92 .0001
2. PV .64 .41 .06 198.43 .0001
3. ESEA .65 .42 .01 138.73 .0010
4. PRC .65 .42 .00 107.39 .0040
Table 5.4
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Regressing the OEP Measure on 
ESEA. OFEB. CFEB. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and DEP3 ln= 845)
Steo Variable R R2 aR2 F D
1. CFEB .50 .25 — 191.56 .0001
2. PRC .57 .32 .07 136.85 .0001
3. PV .58 .34 .02 97.43 .0001
4. DEP2 .59 .34 .00 75.15 .0160
5. ESEA .59 .35 .01 61.24 .0460
6. DEP3 .59 .35 .00 62.21 .0470
Table 5.5
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Regressing the OEFA Measure on 
ESEA. OFEB. CFEB. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and DEP3 (n= 845)
Steo Variable R R2 aR2 F D
1. OFEB .48 .23 — 173.22 .0001
2. PV .54 .29 .06 121.19 .0001
3. PRC .56 .31 .02 87.86 .0001
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entered the regression equation and increased the multiple regression to R=.64~ 
Variables entering the regression equation through step four were statistically 
significant (p<.05) owing to the large sample size. However, these two variables 
predicted very small amounts of the total variation in the OECR measure. Thus, the 
results in table 5.3 indicate that for the total sample in the investigation (n=845), 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness at client responsiveness are largely predicted 
by their commonly held Extension professional’s client focused efficacy beliefs and 
values. Of interest, is that of nine total variables these two variables (CFEB and PV) 
accounted for 41 % of the total variation in the perceived organizational effectiveness 
subscale of OECR.
Table 5.4 reveals that the CFEB measure was the first variable to enter the 
regression equation (R=.50, F=191.56, p<.0001) and at step two PRC measure entered 
into the regression equation and increased the multiple correlation to R=.57. Variables 
entering the regression equation through step six were statistically significant (p<.05). 
Variables in step three through six predicted only very small amounts of the total 
variation in perceptions of organizational productivity measure (OEP). The results 
indicate that for the total sample (n=845), perceptions oforganizationaT effectiveness at 
productivity are largely predicted by their professional perceptions of organization-wide 
client focused efficacy beliefs and professional reflection and collaboration. O f nine 
total variables, these two variables (CFEB and PRC) accounted in the prediction 
equation for 32 % of the total variation in the IPOEE-OEP.
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The results in Table 5.5 show that the OFEB measure was the first variable to 
enter the regression equation (R=.48, F=173.22, p<.0001). At step two, the PV measure 
entered into the regression equation and increased the multiple correlation to R=.54. At 
step three, the PRC measure entered into the regression equation and increased the 
multiple correlation to R=.56. All variables entering into the regression equation were 
statistically significant (p<.0001) owing to the size of the sample. Yet variables in step 
three through six predicted only very small amounts o f  the total variation in perceptions 
of organizational flexibility and adaptability. Thus, the results in table S.5 show that 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness at flexibility and adaptability are largely 
predicted by their commonly held efficacy beliefs and professional values. Of nine 
total variables, these three variables (OFEB, PV, and PRC) accounted for 31 % of the 
total variation in the perceived organizational effectiveness subscale of OECR.
In Table 5.6 results indicate that the EGEA measure was the first variable to 
enter the regression equation (R=.70, F=553.68, p<.0001). This perception of office 
group efficacy beliefs accounted for 49 % o f the total variation in perceived office 
workgroup effectiveness at client responsiveness as measured by the IPOEE subscale of 
EGEA. At step two, the PV variable entered the regression equation and increased the 
multiple regression to R=.71. Variables entering the regression equation through step 
four were statistically significant (p<.05). However, the two variables in steps two and 
three predicted very small amounts of the total variation in the OWECRmeasure.
Thus, the results in table 5.6 indicate that perceptions of office workgroup 
effectiveness at client responsiveness are largely predicted by their commonly held
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Table 5 .6
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Repressing the QWECR Measure 
on ESEA, EGEA. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and PEP3 (n= 845)
Step Variable R R2 aR2 F c
1. EGEA .70 .49 — 553.68 .0001
2. PV .71 .50 .01 288.60 .0001
3. ESEA .71 .51 .01 198.01 .0030
Table 5. 7
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Regressing the OWEP Measure on 
ESEA. EGEA. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and DEP3 (n= 845)
Step Variable R R2 aR2 F D
1. EGEA .62 .38 — 358.92 .0001
2. PRC .63 .40 .02 190.93 .0001
3. DEP3 .63 .40 .00 129.37 .0420
Table 5.8
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Regressing the OWEFA Measure1 
on ESEA. EGEA. PR. PRC. PV. DEPI. DEP2. and DEP3 (n= 845)
Steo______ Variable_______ R_______R2_______ aR2_______ F_________n
1. EGEA .62 .38 -  357.55 .0001
2 .________PR___________.62 .39______ £1_________183.68 .0110
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office group efficacy beliefs. The Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA) 
accounted for 49 % of the total variation in the office effectiveness subscale of 
OWECR.
Table 5.7 reveals that the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA) 
measure was the first variable to enter the regression equation (R=.62, F=358.92, 
pc.0001) and at step two the Professional Reflection and Collaboration (PRC) measure 
entered into the regression equation and increased the multiple correlation to R=.63.
Variables entering the regression equation through step three were statistically 
significant (p<.05). Variables in steps two and three predicted only very small amounts 
of the total variation in perceptions of Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity 
measure (OWEP). The results indicate that for the total sample (n=845), perceptions of 
office workgroup effectiveness at productivity are largely predicted by their 
professional perceptions of office group efficacy beliefs. In the prediction equation, the 
variable Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA) accounted for 38 % of the total 
variation in the Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity (OWEP).
The results in Table 5.8 show that the Extension Group Efficacy Assessment 
(EGEA) measure was the first variable to enter the regression equation (R=.62, 
F=357.55, pc.0001). The Extension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA) accounted for 
thirty-eight % of the total variation in the prediction equation in the Office Workgroup 
Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability (OWEFA). At step two, the Professional 
Relationships (PR) measure entered into the regression equation with no increase to the 
multiple correlation. Both variables entering into the regression equation were
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statistically significant (p<.05) due to the size of the sample. Yet, the Professional 
Relationships (PR) variable in step two predicted a negligible amount of the total 
variation in perceptions of office effectiveness at flexibility and adaptability. Thus, the 
results in table 4.39 display that for the total sample in the investigation (n=845), 
perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness at flexibility and adaptability are largely 
predicted by their commonly held office workgroup efficacy beliefs. The EGEA 
variable accounted for 38 % of the total variation in the office effectiveness subscale of 
OWECR.
Canonical Correlation Analyses
A series of canonical correlation analyses was completed to examine the nature 
of multivariate relationships between various dependent and independent variable sets. 
The first canonical analysis was completed using the IPOEE variable subscales (OECR, 
OEP, OEFA) as a dependent variable set and an independent variable set of 
professional organizational culture (PR, PRC, PV). Results of this analysis produced 
one significant multivariate relationship between the two variable sets (R ^.60,
p<.0001).
Table 5.9 presents the results of this canonical analysis including the correlation 
of each variable with the canonical variate of the same variable set and the correlation 
of each variable with the canonical variate of the opposite set. The canonical variate for 
the perceived organizational effectiveness set is defined by all three subscales: OECR 
(r=.91), OEP (r=.84) and OEFA (r=.84). Professional Reflection and Collaboration 
(PRC) (r=.91) and Professional Values (PV) (r=.91) are the main contributors to the
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Table 5.9
Results of Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Factored Subscales of the IPOEE











Note. ‘Correlations are Pearson product moment correlations between each variable 
and the canonical variate of the same variable set.b Correlations are Pearson product 
moment correlations between each variable and the canonical variate of the opposite 
variable set.
professional organizational culture set. The canonical correlations between the variable 
sets is primarily accounted for by the OECR (r=.55) subscale and the PRC (f=.55) and 
PV (r=.55) measures. The results in Table 5.9 show a moderately strong multivariate 
relationship between perceived organizational effectiveness and professional 
organizational culture in Extension organizations.
The second canonical analysis was completed using the IPOWEE subscales 
(OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA) and the CESCES subscales (PR, PRC, PV). Results of 
this analysis produced one significant multivariate relationship between the two 
variable sets (R^.44, p<.0001). Results in Table 5.10 indicate the canonical variate for
148
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Results o f Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Factored Subscales of the IPOWEE













Note. "Correlations are Pearson product moment correlations between each variable 
and the canonical variate of the same variable set. b Correlations are Pearson product 
moment correlations between each variable and the canonical variate of the opposite 
variable set.
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the perceived office workgroup effectiveness set is largely defined by all three 
subscales: OWECR(r=.91), OWEP (r=.87) and OWEFA (r=.83). PRC (r=93) and PV 
(r=.91) are the main contributors to the professional organizational culture set.
The canonical correlations between the variable sets is primarily accounted for 
by the OWECR (r= 38) subscale, the OWEP (r=.38) subscale, the PRC (r=.41) subscale 
and PV (r=.38) measures. The results in Table 5.10 show that there is a moderately 
strong multivariate relationship between perceived office workgroup effectiveness and 
organizational culture in Extension organizations.
The third canonical analysis was completed using the IPOEE subscales (OECR, 
OEP, OEFA) and the human efficacy subscales (ESEA, EGEA, CFEB, OFEB).
Results of this analysis produced two significant multivariate relationships between the 
two variable sets ^ ,= .6 7 , p<.0001, R ^ .19 , p<.0001). Results are presented in Table
5.11.
For the first significant multivariate relationship, the canonical variate for the 
perceived organizational effectiveness set is largely defined by two subscales: OECR 
(r=.96) and OEP (r=.81). The main contributors to the human efficacy set are CFEB 
(r=.94) and OFEB (r=.80). The canonical correlations between the variable sets for this 
significant multivariate relationship is primarily accounted for by the OECR (r=.64) 
subscale and the CFEB (r=-.63) measures.
For the second significant multivariate relationship, the canonical variate for the 
perceived organizational effectiveness set is largely defined by OEFA (r=-.65). The 
main contributors to the human efficacy set is OFEB (r=-.53). The canonical
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Table 5.11
Results of Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Factored Subscales of the IPOEE
and the Factored Scales of the Human Efficacy Measures fn-845’)
Variable/ Rcl=. 67, p<.0001 Rc2=. 19, p<.000l
Statistic_______________ Within*_____ Between6______Within______ Between
IPOEE Subscales
OECR .96 .64 .11 .02
OEP .81 .54 .08 .01
OEFA .75 .50 -.65 -.12
Efficacy Subscales
ESEA .64 .43 .42 .08
EGEA .76 .51 -.03 -.01
CFEB .94 .63 .08 .02
OFEB__________________JO___________ .53__________-J3_________ -.10
Note. Correlations are Pearson product moment correlations between each variable 
and the canonical variate of the same variable set. b Correlations are Pearson product 
moment correlations between each variable and the canonical variate of the opposite 
variable set.
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correlations between the variable sets for the second significant multivariate 
relationship are negligible. As shown in Table 5.11, one moderately strong multivariate 
relationship exists between perceived organizational effectiveness and human efficacy 
in Extension organizations.
The fourth canonical analysis was completed using the IPOWEE subscales 
(OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA) and the human efficacy subscales (ESEA, EGEA).
Results o f this analysis produced two significant multivariate relationships between the 
two variable sets (R ^.73, p<.0001, Rc2=.14, p<.0001). Results are presented in Table
5.12.
For the first significant multivariate relationship, the canonical variate for the 
perceived office workgroup effectiveness set is defined by all three subscales: OWECR 
(r=.94), OWEP (r=.83) and OWEFA (r=.83). The main contributor to the human 
efficacy set is EGEA (r=.98). The canonical correlations between the variable sets for 
for this significant multivariate relationship is primarily accounted for by the OWECR 
(r=68) subscale and the EGEA (r=.7l) measures.
For the second significant multivariate relationship, the canonical variate for the 
perceived office workgroup effectiveness set is largely defined by OWEFA (r=-.55).
The main contributors to the human efficacy set is ESEA (r=-.39). The canonical 
correlations between the variable sets for the second significant multivariate 
relationship are negligible. Results in Table 5.12 show that there is one moderately 
strong multivariate relationship between perceived office workgroup effectiveness and 
self and group efficacy.
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Table 5.12
Results o f Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Factored Subscales of the IPOWEE
and the Factored Scales of Human Efficacy measures (n=845’>
Variable/ ^,=.73, p<.0001 Rci=14, p<.004
Statistic_______________ Within*_____ Between1*______Within______ Between
IPOWEE Subscales 
OWECR .94 .68 .25 .04
OWEP .83 .60 .13 .02
OWEFA .83 .61 -.55 -.08
Efficacy Scales
ESEA .65 .47 .39 .06
EGEA________________ s98___________.71_________ =i15_________ -.02
Note. Correlations are Pearson product moment correlations between each variable 
and the canonical variate of the same variable set. Correlations are Pearson product 
moment correlations between each variable and the canonical variate of the opposite 
variable set.
Results Pertinent to Each Research Hypothesis and Question
Three hypotheses and three questions were formulated for the study. The 
hypotheses were stated in predictive form and reflected expected relationships between 
the various independent variables and the dependent variables in the investigation. 
Each.research hypothesis is provided below along with pertinent results from the data 
analysis.
Rwftirch Hypothecs 1
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ efficacy beliefs and their perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
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The results of the study provide support for and confirm each of the above 
predicted bivariate relationships. All twenty-four bivariate correlations for the variables 
for the total sample (n=845) were statistically significant, positive in direction, and 
moderate to rather large in magnitude. These correlations ranged from r=.27, p<.0001 
(Organization Focused Efficacy Beliefs/Office Workgroup Effectiveness at 
Productivity) to r=.67, p<.0001 (Extension Group Efficacy Assessment/Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness).
Rwarch Hyppthreh I
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of professional organizational culture and organizational 
effectiveness.
The results of the study provide support for and confirm the predicted 
relationships between the above variables. All of the eighteen bivariate correlations for 
the total sample (n=845) were statistically significant, positive in direction, and 
moderate to rather large in magnitude. These correlations ranged from r=.28, p<.000l 
(PR/OWEP) to r=.50, p=<.0001 (PV/OECR).
Research Hypothesis 3
There is a statistically significant, positive correlation between Extension 
professionals* perceptions of professional organizational culture and efficacy beliefs.
The results of the study provide support for and confirm the predicted 
relationship between perceptions of professional organizational culture and 
organizational efficacy measures. The bivariate correlations between empirically
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derived dimensions of professional organizational culturo(PR, PRC, PV)andhuman 
efficacy (ESEA, EGEA, CFEB, OFEB) for the total sample, were all statistically 
significant, positive in direction, and moderate to rather large in magnitude. These 
correlations ranged from r=.23, pc.Ol (Professional Relationships/Extension Self 
Efficacy Assessment) to r=.56, p=<.01 (Professional Reflection and 
Collaboration/Organization Focused Efficacy Beliefs).
Research Question 1 
How much of the variation in state Cooperative Extension Service perceived 
organizational effectiveness can be explained by the combination of organizational 
efficacy beliefs and professional organizational culture?
In order to address this question a series of six stepwise multiple regression 
analyses was completed for the total sample (n=845) using individual respondent scores 
as the units of analysis. Each of the dimensions of the Index of Perceived 
Organizational Effectiveness in Extension (IPOEE) and the Index of Perceived Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness in Extension (IPOWEE) were regressed on selected subscales 
of the independent variables: Cooperative Extension Service Culture Elements Survey 
(CESCES), culture deprivation scores, Extension Self Efficacy Assessment (ESEA), 
Exension Group Efficacy Assessment (EGEA), and Extension Organizational Efficacy 
Assessment (EOEA).
For the IPOEE dimension of Organizational Effectiveness at Client 
Responsiveness (OECR) four of the nine independent variables were significantly 
entered into the regression equation resulting from this analysis. They were Client
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Focused Efficacy Beliefs (CFEB), Professional Values (PV),Extension Self Efficacy 
Assessment (ESEA), and Professional Reflection and Collaboration (PRC) and they 
accounted for 42 % of the total variance among professionals’ views o f organizational 
effectiveness at being responsive to clients.
Results for the multiple regression analyses completed for the IPOEE subscale 
of Organizational Effectiveness at Productivity (OEP) and the nine independent 
variable subscales (PR, PRC, PV, DEPI, DEP2, DEP3, ESEA, CFEB and OFEB) 
indicate that six independent variables were significantly entered into the regression 
equation. The variables were Client Focused Efficacy Beliefs (CFEB), Professional 
Reflection and Collaboration (PRC), Professional Values (PV), Culture Deprivation of 
Professional Reflection and Collaboration (DEP2), Efficacy Self Efficacy Assessment 
(ESEA), and Culture Deprivation of Professional Values (DEP3) and accounted for 
35 % of the total variance of organizational effectiveness at being productive.
For the IPOEE subscale of Organizational Effectiveness at Flexibility and 
Adaptability, three independent variables (OFEB, PV and PRC) entered significantly 
into the regression equation. These variables accounted for 31 % of the total variance 
of perceptions of organizational effectiveness at being flexible and adaptable.
Results for the multiple regression analyses completed for the IPOWEE 
subscale of Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness (OWECR).
Three independent subscales (EGEA, PV and ESEA) were significantly entered into the 
regression equation. These three subscales accounted for 51 % of the total variance of 
perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness at being responsive to clients.
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Multiple regression, analyses completed for the IPOWEE dimension of Office 
Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity indicate three subscales entered significantly 
into the regression equation. The subscales included EGEA, PRC, and DEP3 and 
accounted for 40 % of the total variance of perceptions of office workgroup 
effectiveness at being productive.
For the IPOWEE dimension of Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Flexibility 
and Adaptability, the multivariate regression analyses indicate that only two of nine 
independent variable subscales entered significantly into the regression equation. The 
subscales were EGEA and PR and together they accounted for 39 % of the total 
variance of perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness at being flexible and 
adaptable.
Considered collectively, these stepwise multiple regression analyses indicate 
that a moderate amount of the variance of perceptions of organizational and office 
workgroup effectiveness is accounted for by selected independent variables. In the case 
of perceived organizational effectiveness, the professional organizational culture 
dimension of Professional Values (PV) and the organizational efficacy dimensions of 
Client Focused Efficacy Beliefs (CFEB) and Organization Pocused Efficacy Beliefs 
(OFEB) explained the most variance of perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
In the case of perceived office workgroup effectiveness, the workgroup efficacy 
variable (EGEA) explained the most variance of perceptions o f  office workgroup 
effectiveness.
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Research Question 1
What is the relationship between perceived organizational effectiveness and 
perceived cultural deprivation in state Cooperative Extension Services?
To address this question the dependent variable of perceived organizational 
effectiveness was examined from two perspectives: perceptions of office workgroup 
and overall organizational effectiveness. The results of the study indicate that 
considered collectively there is a statistically significant (p<.0001), negative 
relationship between perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness and cultural 
deprivation subscales. The correlations between the three culture deprivation variables 
and the perceived office workgroup effectiveness subscales were all statistically 
significant, negative in direction and moderate to weak in magnitude (DEP1 with 
OWECR, r=-.14, pc.0001; DEP1 with OWEP, r=-.13, p<.0001; DEP1 with OWEFA, 
r=-.15, pc.0001; DEP2 with OWECR, r=-.22, p<.0001; DEP2 with OWEP, r=-.22, 
p<.0001; DEP2 with OWEFA, r=-.20, p<.0001; DEP3 with OWECR, r=-.21, p<.0001; 
DEP3 with OWEP, r=-.17, p<.0001; DEP3 with OWEFA, r=-.17, p<.0001).
The results of the study indicate that considered collectively there is a 
statistically significant (p<.0001), negative relationship between perceptions of 
organizational effectiveness and cultural deprivation subscales. The correlations 
between the three culture deprivation variables and the perceived organizational 
effectiveness subscales were all statistically significant, negative in direction and 
moderate to weak in magnitude (DEP1 with OECR, r=-.19, p<.0001; DEP1 with OEP, 
r=-.18, p<.0001; DEP1 with OEFA, r=-.21, p<.0001; DEP2 with OECR, r=-.30,
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pc.OOQl; DEP2 with OEP, r=-.26,p<.0001;DEP2 with OEFA, r=-.26, p<.000l; DEP3. 
with OECR, r=-.29, p<.0001; DEP3 with OEP, r=-.26, p<.0001; DEP3 with OEFA, r=- 
.25, p<.0001). As might be expected, the magnitude of the relationship between 
perceived organizational effectiveness and professional organizational culture subscales 
were greater that the magnitude of the relationship between perceived office workgroup 
effectiveness and professional organizational culture subscales.
Research Question 3
What is the relationship between Extension administrators’ and Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of organizational effectiveness?
To address this question two analyses were completed. Administrators in the 
first analysis included county administrators who held dual positions of administration 
and program professional faculty member. In the second analysis the county level 
administrators were not included as administrators but rather faculty. This approach 
was completed because county level administrators more often than not serve dual 
assignments of administration and conducting educational programs within their 
counties.
In both analyses, administrators scored perceived organizational and office 
workgroup effectiveness slightly higher than did faculty. Results from the from the 
first analyses (county, regional and state administrators combined) reveal no significant 
mean differences between administrators’ and faculty perceptions of organizational 
effectiveness. Results from the second analysis (county level administrators with dual 
job assignments not included as administrators) did reveal one slight mean difference in
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the six effectiveness subscales. Extension office workgroup effectiveness at flexibility 
and adaptability were perceived as stronger by the 46 administrators than by the faculty. 
In other words, when reflecting on their colleagues within their local office, the 
administrators scored their office workgroups’ effectiveness higher than did faculty.
Considered in total, the results indicate administrators view their overall 
Extension organization and office workgroups’ effectiveness slightly greater than did 
faculty. In particular administrators’ viewed their office workgroups’ effectiveness at 
flexibility and adaptability in a slightly more positive light than did Extension faculty.
Supplemental Data Analyses
In addition to the primary analyses, the researcher was interested in finding out 
if there were any differences among survey respondents classified by various 
demographic variables.
Supplemental Question
Are there significant mean score differences on the factored subscales of the 
study among selected faculty groups classified by various demographic variables?
To answer this question, first descriptive statistics were completed on each 
factored subscale by selected demographic categories of state, gender, age, ethnicity, 
total years as an Extension professional, and number in office staff (for tables see 
Appendix H). Then factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were 
completed on all factored subscales by selected demographic categories of state, 
gender, age, ethnicity, total years as Extension professional, and number in office staff.
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When a significant F-value was obtained, Scheffe’s multiple post hoc comparison tests
were executed.
When examining the results for this large number of comparisons made
assessing the descriptive statistics and then using the ANOVA design with post hoc
comparison tests, the following summary statements can be made about the findings
from the analyses of the data, when statistically significant differences were evident:
1. There were only a few statistically significant differences in mean scores of 
groups classified by gender and these were found in the perceived office 
workgroup effectiveness subscales (OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA).
2. There was only one statistically significant difference in mean scores of groups 
classified by office size and that was in the perceived office workgroup 
effectiveness at client responsiveness subscale (OWECR).
3. There were no statistically significant differences in mean scores classified by 
total years of professional service.
4. The largest number of statistically significant differences in mean scores were in 
groups classified by state.
5. Louisiana respondents generally recorded lower mean scores than other states in 
perceived organizational effectiveness (OECR, OEP, OEFA) and perceived 
office workgroup effectiveness (OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA) subscales.
6. Wisconsin, Texas and North Carolina generally recorded higher mean scores 
than Kentucky or Louisiana in perceived organizational effectiveness (OECR,
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OEP, OEFA) and perceived office workgroup effectiveness (OWECR, OWEP, 
OWEFA) subscales.
7. When statistically significant differences between groups were observed, they 
were more frequently occurring for the perceived organizational effectiveness 
(OECR, OEP, OEFA) and perceived office workgroup effectiveness 
effectiveness (OWECR, OWEP, OWEFA) subscales.
Chapter Summary 
In Chapter 5 the results from the study analysis are presented and include (a) 
bivariate correlations to analyze relationships among the study variables and to test 
hypotheses framing the study, (b) multiple regression analyses to test hypotheses and 
to examine the extent to which various combinations of the study independent variables 
predicted variation in perceived organizational effectiveness indices, (c) canonical 
regression analyses to test hypothesis and examine independent variable combinations 
predicted variation in organization effectiveness, (d) results pertinent to the hypotheses 
and questions, (e) post hoc comparison analyses to examine differences among various 
groups distinguished by selected demographic variables (e.g., age, race, gender). A 
discussion of major findings and conclusions o f  the study and their implications for 
theory, research and practice follow in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER SIX: FINDINGS* CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION,
AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter presents a summary o f major findings and implications of the
study. Included are a brief overview of the study, a summary of the findings, a
summary of findings and conclusions and a detailed discussion o f the implications of
the findings for theory, research and practice.
Overview of the Study
This study was designed to test hypothesized relationships between professional
organizational culture, human efficacy (individual and group), and perceived
organizational effectiveness. A conceptual model was developed and tested to provide
a framework for considering organizational variables. In the model individual and
collective behaviors of organizational members were conceived as producing
organizational effectiveness within higher education ancillary units — Cooperative
Extension Services. The human efficacy o f higher education professionals as
individuals, as an office workgroup, and as an overall organization was viewed as
mediating linkages between elements of professional organizational culture and
perceived organizational effectiveness. The theoretical perspectives guiding the
investigation were organizational culture, social cognitive learning, and organizational
effectiveness. While most of the analyses within the study design conceptualized
perceived organizational effectiveness as the dependent variable, the three categories of
variables were conceptualized as representing an ongoing, reciprocal, dynamic system
consistent with Bandura's (1997) theoretical conceptualization o f triadic reciprocal
causation.
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This study emanated from research, literature derived from the study of 
educational environments (K-12 schools and higher education) as effective 
organizations. The investigation is considered a conceptual and empirical continuation 
o f a variety of recent studies that have attempted to establish linkages between 
characteristics of effective organizations and educational institutions as complex 
organizations and social systems (Bobbett, 2001; Bobbett, Dellinger, Ellett, & Olivier, 
2000; Cavanagh, 1997; Clarke, 1997; Davis, Ellett, & Rugutt,1999; Loup, 1994; 
Olivier, 2001; Smith, 2001).
A conceptual framework was developed for the study to depict hypothesized 
linkages between and among the study variables and to guide the analyses of the data 
(see Chapter 1). The framework included a psychological construct - human efficacy 
and a complex organizational construct - professional organizational culture. These 
variables were studied as factors related to and predictive of Extension professionals’ 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness. Of particular interest in the study was the 
extent to which organizational culture can be linked to multiple indices o f perceived 
organizational effectiveness and to the individual, office workgroup and organizational 
levels of efficacy beliefs. Of additional interest was the extent to which the human 
efficacy construct might be understood not only an individual level variable (self- 
efficacy) but as a small office workgroup and overall organizational level variable as 
well.
The organizational culture variable was grounded in the prior conceptual and 
empirical work of Cavanagh (1997); Ellett, (2000); Ellett (1999); Kuh and Whitt,
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(2000); and Schein (1990). For this study, a new measureof professional 
organizational culture beliefs in Extension Service was developed. The human efficacy 
variable was grounded in social cognitive theory and the work of Bandura (1997) and 
the previous conceptual and empirical work of Bobbett, et al., (2000), Clarice (1997), 
Dellinger (2001), Ellett (2000), Ellett (1993) and Olivier (2001). Subsequently, new 
measures of human efficacy dimensions within the Extension Service context were 
developed. These variables were conceptualized as the independent variables within 
the study design.
The perceived organizational effectiveness variable was grounded in the prior 
conceptual and empirical work of Clarke (1997), Fullan (1993), Hoy and Miskel
(1996), and Mott (1972). Two new measures of perceived organizational effectiveness 
were developed to measure Extension professionals* perceptions of office workgroup 
effectiveness and organizational effectiveness. Perceived organizational effectiveness 
was considered the dependent variable in the study design.
The study was prompted by a lack of comprehensive models in the literature to 
address personal and organizational factors predictive of perceived organizational 
effectiveness in Extension Service settings. Thus, this investigation was the first 
known, large-scale, multi-state study in Extension Service settings to examine linkages 
between Extension professionals’ perceptions of organizational effectiveness and a 
combination of theory-based personal, small group, organizational and cultural 
variables (self efficacy, office workgroup efficacy, organizational efficacy, and 
professional organizational culture).
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The measures for the variables used in the study were major revisions o f self 
report instruments that had been used in prior research in K-12 education, higher 
education, and child welfare settings. These measures assessed Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of (a) professional organizational culture, (b) human efficacy 
beliefs, and (c) organizational effectiveness. Three hypotheses were developed for the 
study that predicted positive relationships between professional organizational culture, 
human efficacy and perceived organizational effectiveness.
Data for the study were collected in the winter o f2000-2001 from a random 
sample of state Extension Service professionals in Kentucky, North Carolina, Texas and 
Wisconsin. All Extension Service employees in Louisiana were included. Anonymous 
mail out survey procedures were used. A total of 845 usable returned surveys were 
available for analysis.
Research Hypotheses and Questions
Three research hypotheses were developed for this study. These hypotheses 
were derived from the extant literature and addressed linkages among the three major 
constructs of concern in the study: human efficacy beliefs, professional organizational 
culture, and perceived organizational effectiveness. Additionally, three research 
questions were designed for the study to guide supplemental analyses of the data.
These hypotheses and questions assessed: (a) bivariate and multivariate linkages 
between and among the variables, (b) the criterion-related validity and reliability 
characteristics of the measures and the data, and (c) differences among self efficacy 
beliefs, perceptions of organizational culture, and organizational effectiveness among
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various groups classifiedby demographic characteristics. Rationales for the research 
hypotheses and the research questions can be found in chapter 1. The three research 
hypotheses developed for the study were as follows:
Research Hypothesis 1 
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ efficacy beliefs and their perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
Research Hypothesis 2 
There is a statistically significant, positive relationship between Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of professional organizational culture and organizational 
effectiveness.
Research Hypothesis 3
There is a statistically significant, positive correlation between Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of professional organizational culture and efficacy beliefs.
Three research questions were also developed for the study and were used to 
guide supplemental analyses of the data. These questions were as follows:
Research Question 1 
How much of the variation in state Cooperative Extension Service perceived 
organizational effectiveness can be explained by the combination of efficacy beliefs and 
professional organizational culture variables?
Research Question 2 
What is the relationship between perceived organizational effectiveness and 
perceived cultural deprivation in state Cooperative Extension Services?
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Research Question 3
What is the relationship between Extension administrators’ and Extension 
professionals’ perceptions of organizational effectiveness?
Each of these research hypotheses and research questions was addressed through 
appropriate analyses of the total data set comprised o f845 Extension Service 
professionals in five different states. In addition to analyses pertinent to these research 
hypotheses and questions, several multivariate analyses of the data were completed to 
identify subconstructs comprising the study measures and to explore possible, more 
complex linkages among the variables as well.
The section that follows provides a summary of the major findings and 
conclusions from the study.
Major Findings and Conclusions 
Maior Finding Number One
The hypothesized relationship between dimensions of Cooperative Extension 
Service professionals’ efficacy beliefs and elements of perceived organizational and 
office workgroup effectiveness reflected in the first research hypothesis were 
corroborated. This relationship was attained in the predicted direction for three 
different efficacy levels (self, office workgroup, and organizational).
Conclusions
Consistent relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and perceived 
organizational effectiveness in other organizational contexts have been demonstrated in 
recent research studies (e.g., Clarke, 1997; Bobbett, 2001; Olivier, 2001). These
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findings are corroborated in this study and can now be extended to a different 
organizational context reflected in extension service units in higher education. It seems 
clear that human efficacy beliefs are an important element of perceived organizational 
effectiveness in various types of educational organizations. Additionally, office 
workgroup and organizational efficacy beliefs are potentially more important 
contributors to the overall effectiveness of an organization than the self-efficacy beliefs 
of organizational members.
Maior Finding Number Two
The hypothesized relationship between professional organizational culture and 
perceived organizational effectiveness reflected in the second research hypothesis was 
corroborated.
Conclusions
Recent research in other organizational contexts (e.g., Olivier, 2001; Bobbett, 
2001) and prior research as well (e.g., Claudet, 1993) has demonstrated that 
professional organizational culture shows consistent, positive linkages to perceived 
organizational effectiveness. This linkage between organizational culture and 
effectiveness can now be extended to the extensions services organization in higher 
education. It can also be concluded that sub elements of professional organizational 
culture, such as those included in this study (professional relationships, professional 
reflection and collaboration, professional values) are all important contributors to both 
office workgroup and overall levels effectiveness of state extension service 
organizations.
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Malnr Finding Number Three
The hypothesized relationships between professional organizational culture and 
human efficacy reflected in the third research hypothesis were corroborated. 
Conclusion
Development of norms of professonalism in the culture of Extension Service 
organizations can facilitate the strengthening of self, office workgroup and 
organizational efficacy beliefs of Extension Service professionals. Professional culture 
is developed through ongoing interactions among organizational members and many of 
these interactions reflect theoretical means (Bandura, 1997) of strengthening self- 
efficacy and collective efficacy beliefs. For example, modeling best practices for 
colleagues, providing verbal persuasion and encouragement for colleagues as they 
pursue professional tasks, etc., all emanate from the norms and values of organizational 
members. These kinds of organizatinoal behavior also strengthen self-efficacy beliefs 
of organizational members.
Maior Finding Number Four
The human efficacy, professional organizational culture, and perceived 
organizational effectiveness measures used in the study had reasonably valid and 
reliable data in Cooperative Extension Service Settings.
Cpqdwlpn
The various measures used in the study assess sets o f subconstructs that 
demonstrate that human efficacy beliefs, professional organizational culture, and 
perceived organizational effectiveness are complex and multi-dimensional variables.
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Reliability of the data of this study suggest that these measures can-in subsequent 
research in Cooperative Extension Service settings and perhaps with some 
modifications in other kinds of organizations with reasonable confidence about their 
measurement qualities.
Maior Finding Number Five
With the exception of the perceived organizational effectiveness variable, there 
were no meaningful differences observed among the various states in the study 
(Kentucky, Louisiana, Texas, Wisconsin, North Carolina). These states were all quite 
similar in their stated human efficacy beliefs and their perceptions of actual and 
preferred dimensions of organizational culture. Louisiana respondents, however, were 
significantly different (lower scores) from respondents in the other four states in their 
perceptions of organizational effectiveness.
Conclusions
In Cooperative Extension Service organizations, levels of human efficacy 
(individual, office workgroup, organizational) and perceptions of professional 
organizational culture are generalizable across states. These individual and 
organization environment variables appear to be similarly embedded in these 
organizations, even though the staffing structures, programmatic thrusts, management 
systems, and combinations of these and other factors vary from one state to the next. 
Perceived organizational effectiveness is an organizational outcome variable. While 
maintaining similar levels of human efficacy and professional organizational culture, 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service has the greatest need among all five states
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in  this study, to enhance its organizational flexibility, adaptability, efficiency, and 
productivity. The perceived organizational effectiveness measures used in this study 
can differentiate among Cooperative Extension Services organizations even though 
personal (human efficacy) and organization environmental factors (professional 
organizational culture) are highly similar. Thus, human efficacy and organizational 
culture measures alone, are not sufficient alone to assess organizational effectiveness in 
Cooperative Extension Services organizations.
Major. Finding.
The extent to which combinations of human efficacy beliefs and perceptions of 
professional organizational culture account for perceived organizational effectiveness 
varies with perceptions of various levels of the Cooperative Extension Service 
organizations. The combination of perceived professional organizational culture and 
human efficacy accounts for more variation in overall perceived organizational 
effectiveness than either of the variables considered alone.
Conversely, office workgroup effectiveness is primarily accounted for by office 
workgroup efficacy beliefs. Personal and organizational variables like those included 
in this study (human efficacy and professional organizational culture) are differentially 
linked to different levels of the organization and its perceived effectiveness. 
Furthermore, combinations of subelements of perceived organizational effectiveness are 
differentially (and rather strongly) related to combinations of human efficacy and 
professional organizational culture.
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Conclusions
Consistent with existing literature and theoretical perspectives of organizational 
effectiveness (Bobbett, 2001; Claudet, 1993; Hoy & Miskel, 1986; Olivier, 2001), 
perceived organizational effectiveness is a multi-faceted construct reflecting various 
operational definitions and various levels of the organization. Given this complexity, 
professional organizational culture and human efficacy beliefs show no singular, linear 
relationship to organizational effectiveness. Thus, conceptual frameworks and 
theoretical models used to frame future research linking complex personal and 
organizational variables to organizational effectiveness will need to be expanded to 
encompass different definitions reflecting the complexity of organizational 
effectiveness at multiple levels of the organization. Perceived organizational 
effectiveness must be understood giving consideration to levels o f the organization.
Discussion and Implications of Major Findings
This investigation examined relationships between human efficacy, professional 
organizational culture and perceived organizational effectiveness. The research is 
important because it is a multi-state, quantitative study using a rather large sample of 
higher education faculty who serve as professionals in state Cooperative Extension 
Services (n=845). Only a few single state studies of Extension organizational 
effectiveness have appeared in the literature before the present study (Boltes, Lippke, & 
Gregory, 1995; Brown, Bimstihl and Wheeler,1996; Earnest, 1996; Verma and Bums, 
1995; Wamock, 1992).
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Additionally, the study is considered important because it investigates theory- 
rich organizational and personal factors linked to a broad, multi-dimensional 
conceptualization of perceived organizational effectiveness. It is theory-rich in that it is 
grounded in the theory base of the social sciences and in particular social learning 
theory and organizational effectiveness theory. Alternative studies have focused on 
outsider stakeholder assessments of organizational effectiveness (Verma and Bums, 
1995; Wamock, 1992) or narrow conceptualizations of organizational effectiveness 
(i.e., Employee Satisfaction, single program effectiveness, Extension transformational 
leadership teams).
The most important findings from this study were that human efficacy factors 
(self efficacy, office workgroup efficacy, organizational efficacy), and dimensions of 
professional organization culture (professional relationships, professional reflection and 
collaboration, professional values) show positive relationships with positive perceptions 
of organizational and office workgroup effectiveness by Extension professionals.
Thus, the findings from this investigation establish these variables as potentially 
important predictors of organizational effectiveness as perceived by Extension Service 
professionals.
Bandura (1997) posits that collective efficacy can make organizations more 
productive because as groups of individuals in the organization strengthen their beliefs 
that they can accomplish things together, there is more cohesiveness and collective 
effort to accomplish organizational tasks rather than individual tasks. Prior research 
conducted by Bobbett (2001); Claudet (1993) and Olivier (2001 have shown linkages
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between human self-efficacy beliefs and perceived organizational effectiveness in a 
different context (K-12). These studies showed stronger ties between perceived 
organizational effectiveness and group efficacy beliefs of teachers than individual (self) 
efficacy beliefs. As in the Bobbett (2001), Claudet (1993) and Olivier (2001) studies, 
this research clearly indicates strong efficacy, particularly office workgroup efficacy, is 
closely associated with positive perceptions of office workgroup effectiveness but in a 
different context -  the Cooperative Extension Service setting. Extension professionals 
who have high self efficacy beliefs and office workgroup beliefs are more likely to view 
their overall organization and office workgroup as effective.
Also, in this study professionals who view their overall organizational members 
as having high efficacy in regard to serving their clients and their organizational goals 
tend to have in total strong perceptions of overall organizational effectiveness at 
productivity and client responsiveness. Therefore, strong personal, office workgroup 
and organizational efficacy beliefs o f Extension organizational members about their 
capabilities to carry out courses of actions to perform the job necessary to serve the 
organization and clients matches well with Extension professionals’ beliefs of their 
effectiveness in their chosen work.
Professional organizational culture has been linked to effectiveness in former 
research (Cavanagh, 1997; Hoy and Miskel, 1996; Sergiovanni, 1994). The findings of 
this study clearly show that perceptions of professional organizational culture is related 
to perceptions of organizational and office workgroup effectiveness in Cooperative 
Extension Service settings. This adds to a body of research that has similar findings of
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strong relationships between culture and perceived organizational effectiveness 
(Bobbett, 2001; Claudet, 1993; Olivier, 2001) but in a different context (K-12 schools). 
This study and prior research supports the notion that culture is a collective 
phenomenon that drives the behavior of organizational members. When professional 
organizational culture is strong, individuals are committed to the office workgroup and 
organizational norms and values and when these reflect accomplishing organizational 
tasks then organizations become more productive, flexible, adaptable, goal-directed, 
efficient, etc.
Thus, this research reveals that those professionals with strong professional 
values about serving citizens with education, with strong professional relationships 
within the office and the overall organization, who reflect upon their professional work 
with clients and collaborate with others within the organization to produce better 
educational programs are those with the most positive views regarding the effectiveness 
of their organization at productivity, client responsiveness and being flexible and 
adaptable. Thus, building a strong, professional organizational culture reflecting 
professional norms centered on strong professional relationships, professional reflection 
and collaboration, and professional values goes hand in hand with Extension 
professionals' positive beliefs of their effectiveness in their chosen work.
Furthermore, this investigation clearly reveals that professional organizational 
culture dimensions (professional relationships, professional reflection and 
collaboration, professional values) are positively linked to human efficacy factors (self 
efficacy, office workgroup efficacy, organizational efficacy). The correlational,
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multiple regression and canonical correlation analyses all document this linkage 
between professionals’ positive beliefs about their capabilities at work and professional 
norms of strong professional interpersonal relationships, work reflection, teamwork and 
collaboration and professional values. Therefore, building a strong professional culture 
within an organization where the norm is a strong set of core professional values, active 
teamwork, collaboration, and strong interpersonal relationships fits well with 
professional members who believe in themselves and their abilities to achieve personal 
and organizational goals.
It is notable that the return rate for this survey was greater than 65 %. This may 
indicate that the professional organizational culture of state Cooperative Extension 
Services includes a professional value placed on the sharing of this type of 
organizational information. Members are willing to participate in research of their 
respective organizations that requires them to reflect upon personal characteristics and 
organizational features of their state Cooperative Extension Service.
Implications for Theory 
Cronbach and Meehl (1955) have noted that the meaning of theoretical 
constructs evolve over time in view o f  the development ofnomological” networks 
through the research enterprise. In this study, the results linking multi-faceted 
conceptions of perceived organizational effectiveness to multiple dimensions of human 
efficacy beliefs and professional organizational culture expand the nomological 
network for all three constructs and their sub elements. The correlations among these 
variables serve to not only support the criterion-related validity o f the various measures,
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but they also (in hypothesized directions) serve to strengthen the nomological network 
of relations among organizational culture, human efficacy, and organizational 
effectiveness. The results of the various factor analyses completed document the 
complexity of the variables studied and the empirical relationships among the study 
variables shown in the study document the complexity of understanding personal and 
organizational factors and how they are linked to various conceptions of organizational 
effectiveness.
More specifically, this research extends the conceptualizations and theories 
advanced by Bandura (1978,1986,1997) and others into the context of higher 
education and in particular, a unique setting of higher education -  the Cooperative 
Extension Service organizations of the land grant universities across the nation. 
Bandura (1997) has found evidence for his model of triadic reciprocal causation (TRC) 
which is dynamic and reflects concern for individual characteristics, the environment 
and behavior. The results shown in this study provide support for this sub-theory 
within social-cognitive theory as a meaningful way to think about organizations as 
dynamic systems, and perceived organizational effectiveness as a dynamic process that 
interacts with personal variables (i.e., human efficacy beliefs) and environmental 
variables (i.e., professional organizational culture). Thus, while Bandura’s model of 
TRC was originally developed to show where self-efficacy beliefs “fit” in a larger 
theory of human behavior, the model seems quite generalizable to the study of complex 
organizations as well.
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The results presented of this study generally support the model framing this 
research. It should be noted that the model (in keeping with Bandura’s conceptions of 
TRC), should be understood as dynamic and constantly evolving. Organizations are not 
uni-directional where causes are concerned. They are reciprocal. That is, strengthening 
(or weakening) culture can strengthen (or weaken) self-efficacy and office workgroup 
efficacy beliefs, which in turn can serve to strengthen (or diminish) perceptions of 
organizational effectiveness (flexibility, adaptability, efficiency, goal-directedness, 
productivity, etc.). Likewise, as perceptions of organizational effectiveness are 
enhanced (or diminished), gains or losses in the strength or organizational culture, and 
self or office workgroup efficacy beliefs might be expected. Thus, theoretically, the 
relationships between personal and environmental dimensions of organizations and 
perceived organizational effectiveness is not a simple linear function. Organizations are 
dynamic, changing, evolving, and should always be thought of as entities in the process 
of becoming.
From an alternative theoretical perspective, the results of this study have 
implications for evolving theories of human self efficacy and organizational culture as 
well. The findings of the study showed positive and moderately strong relationships 
between the indices of human efficacy (individual, office workgroup, and 
organizational) and dimensions of professional organizational culture. These findings 
extend recent theoretical discussions about how office workgroup and organizational 
efficacy beliefs are to be conceptualized within organizations (Bandura, 1997) to the 
Cooperative Extension Service context in higher education.
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Office workgroup and organizational efficacy beliefs are generally considered to 
be predictive of organizational outcomes since accomplishing such outcomes requires 
group efforts. Strong efficacy beliefs are most evidenced in high levels of effort and 
persistence, particularly in the face of failure (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, strong office 
workgroup or organizational efficacy beliefs should result in strong motivation among 
group members to accomplish organizational goals, and group persistence in the face of 
obstacles or barriers to goal accomplishment. The positive relationships established 
between the human efficacy measures and indices of perceived organizational 
effectiveness in this study provide support for this theoretical linkage in efficacy theory.
In addition, the results of this study support the interrelationships in 
organizations between elements of professional organizational culture and human 
efficacy beliefs, and they have implications for theories of organizational culture and 
how organizational culture is linked to perceived organizational effectiveness. Bandura
(1997) cites four primary sources of human efficacy beliefs: enactive mastery 
experiences, modeling, verbal persuasion, and physiological/affective states. These 
sources influence the development (positive or negative) of efficacy beliefs through the 
reciprocal interaction o f the individual and environmental events and conditions. In any 
organization, these sources are embedded with the organizational environment.
All organizations have a culture, and most have sub cultures as well. Since 
culture is understood in terms of the shared beliefs, norms, values, interests, etc. that 
influence the behavior of organizational members, then it stands to reason that these 
elements o f culture can shape both individual and collective self-efficacy beliefs among
180
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
organizational members. Professional organizational cultures (as addressed in this 
study), are characterized by organizational members mentoring and assisting each other 
(modeling), verbal persuasion and other forms of social motivation as organizational 
members (individually or collectively) work toward the accomplishment of goals, 
excitement about goal accomplishments (physiological/affective states), and ultimately 
individual or group success (enactive mastery experiences), and other interactions that 
reflect Bandura’s (1997) primary sources of human eflicacy beliefs. Thus, theories of 
organizational culture, and more specifically professional organizational culture, can be 
extended to include the indirect influence of elements of culture in shaping the behavior 
of organizational members through the mediating influences of culture on the 
development of individual, office workgroup and organizational efficacy beliefs.
The initial conceptualization of the professional organizational culture variable 
was believed to reflect three dimensions: shared leadership and vision, professional 
commitment, and professional collegiality and learning. This conceptualization was 
influenced by professional organizational culture studies in businesses, K-12 settings 
and child welfare. Furthermore, development of the culture measure was heavily 
influenced by the need to assess this element of shared leadership in schools by 
teachers, and in child welfare settings as well. The results o f the factor analyses of the 
professional organizational culture did not support shared leadership and vision as a 
dimension of Cooperative Extension Service professional organizational culture. 
Therefore, it may be that leadership as an element of professional organizational culture 
in Cooperative Extension Service settings is quite different from leadership in school
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settings, and business and child welfare contexts, hr Cooperative Extension Settings it 
may be that leadership is more dense and shared among organizational members than in 
child welfare or K-12 educational settings. Perhaps leadership in Cooperative 
Extension settings, owing to relatively small numbers of organizational members in 
office workgroups, is more of a collective phenomenon than more centrist types of 
leadership (Smith, 2001) found in larger organizations such as child welfare agencies 
and K-12 schools.
From the human efficacy theory perspective, the results of this study suggest 
important environmental factors contributing to the development of human efficacy 
(both individual and collective) within organizations, are embedded within professional 
organizational culture. Thus, in organizations, the relationship between culture and 
efficacy is dynamic and reciprocal. As professional organizational culture strengthens, 
so will the efficacy beliefs of organizational members. As well, strengthened efficacy 
beliefs among organizational members (particularly collective efficacy beliefs about 
accomplishing organizational goals) serve to enhance cohesiveness among 
organizational members relative to dimensions of professional organizational culture. 
The results of this study suggest that any theory of organizational effectiveness must, in 
part, be linked to, and explained by human efficacy beliefs and dimensions of 
professional organizational culture
lmplfc*ti9fllXP.LPDKtto
The findings of this study contain information for professionals within state 
Cooperative Extension Services that could be beneficial. However, the practical
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implications o f the study are of particular relevance to state Cooperative Extension 
Service administrators and those individuals responsible for professional and 
organizational development activities. In the following section there are suggestions 
for their use.
First, organizations concerned with effectiveness should also be concerned with 
the development of positive professional organizational cultures that include fostering 
interpersonal relationships, personal and interactive professional reflection about work, 
teamwork approaches to organizational goal achievement and the development of and 
enhancement of desired professional values by organizational members. Professional 
values as well as professional reflection and collaboration seem to be a key dimensions 
to perceptions of high organizational effectiveness at productivity, client responsiveness 
and being flexible and adaptable as an organization. Organizations might implement 
organizational development programs that find ways to continually articulate desired 
professional values, organizational mission, vision, goals and objectives and should 
offered as new professionals join the staff and as a part o f the ongoing organizational 
development activities. Additionally, organizations might developed institutional 
supports and structures to encourage, support and reward its members to engage in 
professional reflection to improve work efforts and to collaborate in teams to achieve 
organizational goals.
Second, findings from this study suggest that organizations might enhance their 
effectiveness by establishing a professional organizational culture to support the 
development of strong individual, office workgroup and organizational efficacy beliefs
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among organizational members. Organizational practices, programs and structures 
grounded in personal, office workgroup and organizational efficacy building strategies 
might be established to help raise efficacy beliefs of the membership. Administrators 
might consider finding ways to identify and hire new personnel with evidence of 
efficacious behavior. For example, questions might be asked diving job interviews that 
get at whether applicants have had experiences with challenging work and ask them if 
they felt they were successful, how long they worked on the challenging activity and 
how they responded to barriers.
Additionaly, efficacy building activities might include offering on-going 
professional development opportunities on subjects relevant to clients; mentoring of 
new employees by matching them with experienced professionals with high efficacy 
beliefs; professional development workshops that assist faculty to incorporate effective 
pedagogical techniques in their education programs; sessions that develop through 
nominal group techniques a decision-making process for faculty to prioritize 
programming to match expressed needs and relevant issues of clients.
Additionally, to build self efficacy levels administrators and personnel 
development leaders might provide opportunities and the necessary resources to 
facilitate individual Extension professionals’ success which, in turn, would likely 
strengthen their self-efficacy beliefs, productivity and collective success. In this regard, 
Clarke (1997) previously documented linkages between faculty self-efficacy beliefs, 
motivation and perceptions of department organizational effectiveness in large 
Research I universities. Also, opportunities could be provided that allow for faculty
184
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
input in making important organizational decisions and activities could be offered that 
encourage faculty to develop or improve educational programs rather than just 
implement them. All of these possibilities are consistent with current human efficacy 
theory and its genesis (Bandura, 1997).
In regard to enhancing Extension professionals’ perceptions of organizational 
effectiveness, administrators and organizational development leaders might consider 
implementing strategies that assist faculty to view organizational effectiveness as a 
concept that is far more inclusive than organizational productivity alone. Organizational 
structures, activities and rewards could be implemented that encourage, support and 
reward faculty who as individuals and as office workgroups show they are flexible and 
adaptable as internal and external conditions change for the organization. Additionally, 
leaders could support those individuals who respond with effective educational 
programs to changing client needs and community issues (responsiveness to the 
external environment).
Implications for Future Research
The literature has focused on organizational culture as important to perceived 
organizational effectiveness. This study clearly provides evidence that elements of 
perceived professional organizational culture is positively linked to perceived 
organizational effectiveness. In particular, professional relationships, professional 
values and professional reflection and collaboration were found to be important 
linkages (moderate to moderately strong) to perceived office workgroup and overall 
organizational effectiveness.
18 5
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
The literature has highlighted the notion that  efficacy is critical to organizational 
goal achievement by its members, both individually and collectively. This study 
provides clear support that human efficacy is positively related to perceived 
organizational effectiveness. Notably, office workgroup efficacy was found to be 
strongly related to perceived office workgroup effectiveness. Additionally, all sub 
constructs of the study measures of culture and efficacy were found to be moderately to 
strongly related to both perceived office workgroup effectiveness and perceptions of 
overall perceived organizational effectiveness. The findings also documented complex, 
multivariate linkages between efficacy, culture and perceived organizational 
effectiveness. While not completed here, future studies might address this complexity 
and further validate conceptual frameworks linking the variables in this study (and 
perhaps other theoretically important variables as well), using newer, multivariate 
statistical procedures such as structural equations modeling (SEM) (Joreskog, & 
Sorbom,1986).
Measures developed for this study were either new measures or adaptations of 
measures that have been successfully used in other contexts (e.g., K-12 education, 
social work). The reliability of the data collected with these new measures is 
considered quite reasonable given their newness. Providing further evidence of the 
quality and usefulness of the measures, the factor analyses completed on the measures 
found very few items that were not statistically and meaningfully retained on an 
associated factor. All twelve items were retained in the three-factor solution of the 
IPOEE and eleven of twelve items were retained in the three-factor solution of the
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IPOWEE. All ten items were retained in the one factor solution for the ESEA, all 
twelve items were retained in the one-factor solution for the EGEA, and eleven of 
twelve items were retained in the two-factor solution of the EOEA. The factor analysis 
findings for the CESCES were not quite as clear cut and strong as for the other study 
measures. These analyses retained 20 of 28 CESCES items in a three-factor solution. 
In future studies researchers may wish to continue to explore the factor structure of 
these measures (particularly the CESCES), and to perhaps cross-replicate the findings 
reported here. Additionally, future studies might also examine reliabilities of data 
collected in other Cooperative Extension Service settings. While not completed in this 
study, there is also a need to examine the stability of responses to these measures over 
time (test-retest reliability procedures) to better understand the nature of the constructs 
measured with the Cooperative Extension setting.
The measures used to study the variables were all self-report. Cook and 
Campbell (1979) have noted that research designs that use multi-method approaches 
result in stronger research. Future research might use multi-method research designs to 
strengthen the model of Cooperative Extension Service effectiveness. For example, 
future research might study the dependent variable of organizational effectiveness from 
a Extension client satisfaction perspective. Alternatively, self-efficacy scores could be 
generated using task persistence and effort ratings rather than self-report measures. In 
these kinds of studies, if the relationships among variables established in this study 
were evident, additional strength would be added to the model of Cooperative 
Extension Service framing this study.
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This study was solely quantitative,-and used survey research methodsby design. 
While yielding statistically significant and meaningful results, much might have been 
added by using mixed (quantitative and qualitative) methodologies. The quantitative 
results represent a first probe at understanding linkages among the variables in the 
study, and they provide considerable support for the conceptual framework guiding the 
research (see Chapter 1). However, given the complex multivariate linkages shown 
between the human efficacy, professional organizational culture, and perceived 
organizational effectiveness variables, much might be added to understanding these 
linkages through qualitative methods. Extreme contrasts of Cooperative Extension 
organizations based upon their perceived organizational effectiveness levels, efficacy, 
and professional organizational culture profiles, for example, might be used in future 
studies to select cases for in-depth study using direct observation, interview, and 
perhaps document analysis methods. Other methods of analyzing quantitative data, 
(e.g., comparing extreme cases of within organization correlations among the study 
variables as previously done by Claudet,1993), might also be used to identify particular 
cases of interest for more in-depth study using qualitative methods. The need for, and 
value-addedness o f these kinds o f  mixed methodologies to theory development has 
recently been documented in syntheses of large-scale studies of K-12 school 
organizations (Ellett, Logan, Claudet, Loup, Johnson, & Chauvin, 1997).
As well, alternative research designs might be considered in future studies of the 
kind reported here. This study explored perceptions of Extension professionals of 
organizational effectiveness, human efficacy and professional organizational culture at
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a  given moment in time. Future research might consider time series data designs in 
which more continuous data could be collected with the study measures over a specified 
period of time. Such studies might prove enlightening as a means of examining change 
in organizational members’ efficacy beliefs and their perceptions of organizational 
culture and organizational effectiveness. Such designs have implications for 
longitudinal studies of organizational development and explorations of how time, 
events and other contextual factors might influence Extension professionals’ beliefs and 
perceptions.
Finally, this study used a multi-dimensional organization-wide perspective of 
effectiveness. There are other perspectives that might be used in future studies. For 
example, a productivity perspective would identify and document variation in the actual 
quantity and quality of what is produced by Cooperative Extension Services 
organizations (patterned somewhat after studies in business and industry).
Another perspective to investigate might consider the organizational element of 
holding power, in which the variable of interest is the extent to which the organization 
can attract and hold the clientele (including employees) it serves, might be used in 
future research. If it can be shown that these different perspectives on organizational 
effectiveness show linkages to human efficacy beliefs and professional organizational 
culture similar to those shown in this study, a more general theory of organizational 
effectiveness that documents the importance of efficacy and culture will be 
forthcoming.
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Chapter Summary
Following a general overview, Chapter 6 presented a reiteration of the study 
hypotheses and questions; a summary and discussion of the major findings and 
conclusions of the study; and a discussion of the implications for future of theory, 
practice and research.
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Extension Suivcjr Expert Study
T hank you for agreeing to  help m e w ith m y  dissertation research  on  organizational culture, 
organizational efficacy and organizational effectiveness. A s extension experts you can help  m e check 
my survey m easures for validity in  the context o f  state extension services.
D irections: P lease read the definition o f  the m easurem ent idea (and in som e cases the “sub” definitions) 
and think about it (them ) in  total. Then read each item statem ent and m ake a judgm ent using the scale 
provided about the extent to  w hich the statem ent is representative o f  a facet o f  the definition(s).Then 
circle your judgem ent for each statem ent using the following key:
R =  Representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
SR =  Som ewhat representative statem ent o f  defin itions)
N R  =  N ot Representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
In addition, please circle any  w ords or ideas in the item statem ents that are n o t clear.
D efin ition: P ro fessional O rg a n iz a tio n a l C u l tu re  - Professional organizational culture is defined as the 
perceptions o f  shared values, beliefs, norm s (form al and inform al), m eanings, interests and  assum ptions 
that em erge from accepted professional standards, principles an d  ethics that d irect and /or influence 
individual and collective behavior o f  Extension professionals.
S ubd im ension  d e fin itio n : P ro fessional C o m m itm en t - Extension professionals perceptions of: their 
w ork to  achieve vision, goals, and objectives determ ined by  the  organization and  m em bers; a  deeply held 
be lie f o f  the im portance o f  Extension w ork and a  strong sense o f  duty to  help people to  im prove their 
lives and  help com m unities im prove circum stances and advance society in their 
com m unities/counties/districts and  state.
Item  Scale: R  =  Representative statem ent o f  above d efin itio n s)
SR  =  Som ew hat representative statement o f  above definition(s) 
N R  =  N ot Representative statem ent o f  above definition(s)
In  g en e ra l, E x tension  p ro fessionals in  o u r  s t a t e . . . R  SR  N R
believe all Extension participants can leam  and change their behaviors for the 
better.
R  SR  N R
incorporate research findings into their Extension program s an d  activities. R  S R  N R
are com m itted to  professional grow th to  im prove their Extension teaching and 
participant learning.
R  S R  N R
spend tim e in  professional reflection about their work. R  S R  N R
adjust their educational program s to  reflect changes in the larger society. R  SR  N R
give priority to  help ing  their program  participants develop know ledge and skills. R  S R  N R
adequately plan educational program s to  accom m odate individual differences 
am ong program  participants.
R  S R  N R
D efin ition : P ro fess ional O rg a n iz a tio n a l C u ltu re  -  Professional organizational culture is defined as  the 
perceptions o f  shared  values, beliefs, norma /formal and informal!, m eaning, interests and assumptions 
that em erge from  accepted  professional standards, principles a n d  ethics that d irec t and /or influence 
individual and collective behavior o f  Extension professionals.
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S ub d efln itio n : S h a re d  L e a d e n h ip  an d  V ision -  Extension professionals perceptions o f  an 
organization-w ide, culturally-em bedded phenom enon in w hich leadership is shared and  th e  m ore sharing 
the denser the  leadership. A ll Extension professionals are viewed as  having leadership skills to  
contribute b u t in varying amounts. Leadership is enhanced by quality  o f  com m unication and  shared 
decision m aking a t all levels o f  the Extension Service. A dditionally, Extension professionals perceptions 
o f  com m on values, beliefs and expectations about w hat organizational success in  the future would be, 
w hat focuses o r  directions the Extension professionals w ork efforts should take, and consensus regarding 
how  to im plem ent vision, goals and program s to  benefit citizens in  their state.
Scale R  =  Representative statem ent o f  above deftnition(s)
SR =  Som ewhat representative statem ent o f  above definition(s) 
N R  =  N ot Representative statem ent o f  above definition(s)
E xtension p ro fessiona ls in  o u r  state ...
have reached consensus regarding the state Extension vision an d  goals. R  S R  N R
are assisted b y  adm inistrators w hen problem s arise. R  S R  N R
w ork collaboratively to  achieve the  organizational vision and goals. R  S R  N R
are sym pathetic w ith problem s and  difficulties encountered by colleagues in  their 
work.
R  S R  N R
value team w ork and w ork tow ard organizational consensus. R  S R  N R
provide leadership for new projects in w hich they are involved. R  S R  NR
provide visible, ongoing support fo r new Extension program s an d  ideas. R  S R  N R
encourage o n e  another to take on leadership roles. R  S R  NR
have sufficient autonom y to d o  their work. R  S R  N R
system atically collect data to evaluate the success o f  Extension program s. R  S R  N R
give priority to the learning o f  program  participants over all o th e r Extension goals. R  S R  N R
share leadership roles. R  S R  N R
D efin ition : P ro fess ional O rg an iza tio n a l C u ltu re  - Professional organizational culture is  defined as 
the perceptions o f  shared values, beliefs, norm s fform al and inform al), meanings, interests and 
assum ptions th a t em erge from  accepted professional standards, princip les and ethics that d irec t and/or 
influence individual and collective behavior o f  Extension professionals.
S ub  D efin ition : C olleg ial w o rk  a n d  L ea rn in g  -  Extension professionals perceptions o f  collegial 
interactions betw een  colleagues w ho: desire and maintain strong interpersonal relationships; have respect 
for personal qualities o f  colleagues and their professional judgem ent; confer w ith  one another sharing 
ideas, concerns, principles and practices; practice team work; had a  deep sense o f  com m itm ent to  leam  
from  one another as w ell as encourage colleagues to leam ; and w ho  value research based inform ation.
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S ca le : R  =  Representative statem ent o f  defm ition(s)
SR  =  Som ew hat representative statem ent o f  defin itions) 
N R  =  N o t Representative statem ent o f  defin itions)
E xtension  p ro fessionals in  o u r  sta te ... R  SR  NR
m ake an effo rt to  maintain positive relationships w ith colleagues. R  SR  NR
personally acknow ledge o ther colleagues w ork  efforts. R  SR  NR
work cooperatively in developing and implementing program  priorities. R  SR NR
encourage one another to further their studies and/or professional developm ent 
activities.
R  SR N R
accept assistance and support from  their colleagues. R  SR NR
spend tim e together inform ally to discuss the success and/or failure o f  existing 
program s/projects/activities.
R  SR NR
show genuine concern for o ther colleagues. R  SR NR
openly share problem s w ith each  other. R  SR NR
encourage each  other to  use professional judgem ent when making decisions. R SR NR
are w illing to  help  each other w hen problem s arise. R  SR N R
share program  and  educational activity experiences with each other to  leam  from  
one another.
R  SR NR
D efinition: P rofessional Self-eflicacy is an  individual Extension professionals’
perceived strength  o f  belief in their capability to  organize and execute professional courses o f  action
necessary to  produce given attainments.
Scale: R =  Representative statem ent o f  defin itions)
SR =  Som ew hat representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
N R  =  N o t Representative statement o f  definition(s)
In  m y p re se n t E xtension s itu a tio n , th e  s tren g th  o f  m y p erso n a l beliefs in  m y  capab ilities t o ...
p lan  activities th a t accom m odate the range o f  individual differences am ong clients. R  SR N R
conduct program s that m aintain h igh levels o f  client engagem ent in  learning. R  SR  NR
plan program  evaluation procedures that accom modate individual d ifferences 
am ong clients.
R  SR NR
adjust m y program s as needed to  client identified priority topics. R  SR NR
m otivate m y clien ts to adopt recom m ended practices o r  change personal behaviors 
as recom m ended.
R  SR N R
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provide a positive influence on the im provem ent o f  the quality  o f  life o f  m y clients. R  S R  NR‘
im plem ent program s that are  relevant and interesting to  m y clients. R  SR  N R
adjust my program s and activities a s  needed. R  SR N R
assist m y program  participants to  leam  new  inform ation. R  SR  N R
assist m y program  participants to  adopt recom m ended behaviors and practices. R  SR  N R
provide a positive influence for the citizens in m y  county/district/state. R  SR N R
provide research based, accurate inform ation to  m y c lie n ts .. . R  SR  N R
D efinition: P ro fessional G ro u p  E fficacy  is the individual Extension professionals’ perception o f  the
strength o f  their entire state Extension Service professional g roups’ beliefs that the  entire group has the 
capability  to  o rganize and execute the courses o f  action  necessary to  produce desired attainm ents.
Scale: R  =  Representative statem ent o f  d efin itions)
SR =  Som ew hat representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
NR =  N o t Representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
T he  strength o f  ou r State Extension Service professionals collective beliefs in ou r 
capabilities to...
R  S R  N R
carry  out decisions and plans designed for Extension im provem ent R  S R  N R
develop and carry  out effective educational program s R  S R  N R
create ways to  im prove the E xtension organization environm ent R  SR  N R
support each o ther in addressing new  programs, policies, rules and regulations R  S R  N R
g e t clientele involvem ent in identifying educational program  priorities R  S R  N R
m aintain an educational environm ent in w hich clientele feel good  about 
participating
R  S R  N R
provide input in  m aking im portant organizational decisions R  SR  N R
adjust o u r s ta te  program  priorities a s  needed. R  S R  N R
provide people in o u r state w ith inform ation that helps them  im prove their lives. R  S R  NR
assist people in  o u r state to adop t practices that helps them  im prove their lives. R  S R  N R
deliver our educational program s in a n  equitable w ay to  a  diverse group o f  citizens 
in  our state.
R  S R  N R
com m unicate effectively  between agents, specialists and adm inistrators R  S R  N R
D efin itio n : O rg a n iz a tio n a l E ffectiveness - a  m ultidim ensional and com plex  concept defined as the
degree to  which there exists an  organizational clim ate w hereby faculty m em bers are able to  determine, 
m obilize into action and attain organizational goals in  a fashion tha t is productive (considering quantity, 
quality, and efficiency o f  w ork efforts), dynamic, flexible in  crisis and adaptable to  change.
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ovate, iv n tp iu tu u n v ^  siailuiiui or uciiiunonts/'
SR  =  Som ew hat representative statem ent o f  defm ition(s) 
N R  =  N ot Representative statem ent o f  definition(s)
H ow  would vou rate  the auantitv  (am ount) o f  educational nroim uns produced 
collectively by  the professionals in  your state?
R  S R  N R
H ow  would vou rate the aualitv o f  educational program s produced collectivelv bv 
the professionals in your state?
R  S R  N R
H ow  effective are the orofessionals in vour state in  anticioatine em blem s, 
p reven ting  problems, from  occurring or m inim izing their effects?
R  S R  NR
H ow  would vou rate  the w av that Extension orofessionals in  vour state cone w ith
g f l n » « w  and d ia w tiw rc ?
R  SR  N R
H ow  would vou rate  the aualitv  o f  educational presentations (lessons, workshons. 
sessions, sem inars, etc.) by  Extension professionals in  your state?
R S R  N R
H ow  would vou rate  the expert knowledge and skills o f  Extension orofessionals in 
y o u r state that you  consider im portant for accom plishing outstanding Extension 
program s?
R S R  N R
H ow  efficient are the orofessionals in vour state w ith available resources fm onev. 
people, time, equipm ent, etc.) as they w ork to accom plish Extension goals?
R SR  N R
H ow  iqfpnTTCd are Extension professionals in  vour state about iqqpvgfjop$ that 
co u ld  affect the w ay  they do their work?
R SR N R
H ow  do Extension orofessionals in vour state collectivelv  resoond. accent and 
ad ju st to changes in  m ethods, routines and/or technologies?
R SR  N R
H ow  manv o f  the Extension orofessionals in  vour state readilv accent and adiust to  
these  changes in m ethods, routines and/or technologies?
R  SR NR
H ow  many o f  the Extension professionals in  your state actively w ork against 
chances in Extension efforts?
R  SR NR
H ow  would you rate  the effectiveness o f  Extension professionals in  your state in 
providing relevant program s and inform ation fo r the public
R  SR N R
H ow  effective are Extension orofessionals in  vour state in  assistine clientele to  eain 
know ledge?
R SR  N R
H ow  effective are Extension orofessionals in  vour state in  assisting clientele to  
ad o p t recom m ended practices?
R  SR  N R
W hen  adm inistration identifies o roeram  oriorities. how  m uch responsibility do  all 
Extension professionals in  your state feel tow ard accom plishing those priorities?
R  SR NR
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- -  Time to complete survey:________
Extension Service Survey
T hank you for agreeing to participate in m y  2nd field test o f  the survey fo r m y dissertation research. 
P lease answer the survey m aking note o f  the length o f  tim e it takes you to  com plete the survey fo r m y 
tim e analysis. P lease underline any w ords o r  phrases you d o  n o t understand o r are not clear as you take 
the survey. A fter com pleting the survey and recording th e  tim e it took, feel free to  w rite down any 
com m ents or suggestions that m ight assist me in im proving it.
Sincerely,
B ecky W hite
D efinitions
This survey asks you  to  make a series o f  judgem ents about y ou r experiences as an Extension Service 
professional. Extension Service professional refers specifically to  individuals w ho are em ployed as 
professional s ta ff  fo r  state Extension Services a t the county, regional o r state level. This includes all 
Extension professionals w orking in various disciplines, b ase  program s, special program s, and 
adm inistration. Local office group refers specifically to  coun ty  Extension office professionals, district 
Extension office professionals, o r  state division/departm ent Extension office professionals as is your 
particular work situation.
Parti
D irections: This section asks tha t you  m ake judgem ents abou t your collective organizational w ork 
efforts as a state Extension Service organisation. For each  question below , consider your state 
Extension professional s ta ff as a whole organization and select the response that best reflects your 
personal view  and  opinion. Please respond to  each statem ent using the scale provided. Fill in only one 
num ber fo r each item  using a  num ber 2 pencil.
1. H ow  w ould you  rate the quantity (amount) of educational base programs produced collectively by 
all Extension professionals in  your state a s  an overall g roup?
CD Low  <2> Fairly  Low (3) M oderate ®  Fairly H igh <8> V ery H igh
2. H ow  w ould you  rate the quality o f educational base programs produced collectively by all 
Extension professionals in your state as an  overall group?
(D Poor ®  Fairly Poor <3> Fair ®  G ood ® Excellent
3. H ow  effective a re  all Extension professionals in your sta te  as an  overall group a t anticipating, 
preventing or minimizing problems and their effects?
CD Poor <2> Fairly Poor <3) Fair ®  G ood ® Excellent
4. H ow  w ould you rate the w ay all Extension professionals in your state as an overall group cope with 
emergencies and disruptions?
(D P oor <S> Fairly Poor <3> Fair ®  G ood ® Excellent
5. H ow  w ould you rate the quality of educational activities (lessons, w orkshops, sessions, seminars, 
etc.) by  all Extension professionals in  your state as a n  overall group?
®  P oor ®  Fairly P oor <3> F air ®  G ood ®  Excellent
6. H ow  would you  rate the o v era ll expert knowledge and skills o f  all Extension professionals in  your 
state as an overall group?
®  Poor ®  Fairly Poor <3> Fair ®  G ood (8) E xcellent
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7. H o w  efficient are all Extension professionals in you r state as an  overall group w ith available resources 
(m oney, people, tim e, equipm ent, etc.) as they w ork to  accom plish Extension goals?
<D N o t Efficient ®  N ot Very Efficient <3> Efficient $  V ery  Efficient (8) Extrem ely Efficient
8. H ow  informed about innovations (technology, methods, new  research, etc.) that can  affect w ork are 
Extension professionals in  your state as  an overall group?
(D U niform ed ®  Som ewhat Inform ed <3> M oderately Inform ed ®  Inform ed ®  V ery  Inform ed
9. H ow  do Extension professionals in your state collectively respond, accept and adjust to changes in 
methods, routines and/or technologies?
(D V ery  Slowly ®  Slowly ®  Rather Q uickly ®  Rapidly ®  Im m ediately
10. H ow  would you rate the effectiveness o f  Extension professionals in your state as an overall group in 
providing relevant programs and information for the public
(D N ot Effective ®  N ot Very Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery E ffective ®  Extrem ely Effective
11. H ow  effective are Extension professionals in your state as  an  overall group in assisting clientele to 
gain knowledge?
® N ot Effective ®  N ot Very Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
12. H ow  effective are Extension professionals in your state as  an  overall group in  assisting clientele to 
adopt recommended practices or change behavior?
® N ot Effective ®  N ot Very Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
13. H ow  m uch responsibility do all Extension professionals in  your state as an overall w orkgroup feel 
toward accomplishing organizational objectives concerning stakeholder identified issues?
® N one ®  Little Responsibility ®  Som e Responsibility ®  G reat Responsibility ®  Extreme 
Responsibility
PartD
Directions: This section asks that you m ake judgem ents about your collective organizational w ork 
efforts as an office group o f  Extension professionals. F or each question below , consider your office 
professional staff as a small office group and  select the response that best reflects your personal view 
and opinion. Please respond to each statem ent using the scale provided. F ill in only one num ber for 
each item  using a num ber 2 pencil.
1. H ow  would you rate the quantity (amount) o f educational base programs produced b y  the 
professionals in your local office?
(D Low  ®  Fairly Low ®  M oderate ®  Fairly H igh ®  V ery H igh
2. H ow  w ould you rate the quality of educational base programs produced collectively b y  the 
professionals in your local office?
<2 P oor ®  Fairly Poor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
3. H ow  effective are the professionals in your local office in anticipating, preventing, or minimizing 
pro b lem s and their effects?
® P oor ®  Fairly Poor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
4. H ow  would you rate the way that Extension professionals in  your local office cope with emergencies 
and disruptions?
0  P oor ®  Fairly Poor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
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5. H ow  w ould  you  ra te  d ie  quality of educational activities (lessons, w orkshops, sessions, seminars, 
etc.) by  Extension professionals in  your local office?
©  Poor ®  Fairly P oor <3> Fair ©  G ood ®  Excellent
6. How w ould you rate the ex p e rt know ledge a n d  skills o f  Extension professionals in your local office 
that you consider im portant for accom plishing outstanding Extension program s?
©  Poor ®  Fairly Poor ®  Fair ©  G ood ®  Excellent
7. H ow  efficien t w ith  av a ilab le  reso u rces (m oney, people, time, equipm ent, etc.) are  the professionals 
in your local office as they  work to  accom plish Extension goals?
©  N ot Efficient ®  N ot Very Efficient ®  Efficient ®  Very Efficient ®  Extrem ely Efficient
8. How in fo rm ed  a b o u t innovations (new  research, m ethods, technology, etc.) th a t could  affect the 
w ay they do their w ork are Extension professionals in your local office?
©  U niform ed ®  Som ew hat Informed ®  M oderately Inform ed ®  Inform ed ®  V ery Inform ed
9. How do Extension professionals in your local office collectively resp o n d , ac ce p t a n d  a d ju s t to  
changes in  m ethods, ro u tin e s  a n d /o r  technologies?
©  V ery S low ly ®  Slowly ®  Rather Q uickly ©  Rapidly ®  Im m ediately
10. How w ould you rate the effectiveness o f  Extension professionals in  your local office in  p ro v id ing  
re le v an t p ro g ra m s  an d  in fo rm ation  for the public
©  N ot Effective ®  N o t Very Effective ®  Effective ©  V ery Effective ®  E xtrem ely Effective
11. H ow  effective are Extension professionals in your local office in  assisting  c lien te le  to  gain  
know ledge?
©  N ot Effective ®  N ot V ery Effective ®  Effective ©  Very Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
12. How effective are Extension professionals in your local office in assisting clientele to  a d o p t 
reco m m en d ed  p rac tice s  o r  change b eh a v io r?
©  N ot Effective ®  N ot Very Effective ®  Effective ©  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
13. H ow  m uch responsibility do all Extension professionals in  your local office feel tow ard 
accom plish ing  ob jectives re la ted  to  s ta k eh o ld e r  iden tified  issues?
©  N one ®  Little Responsibility ®  Som e Responsibility ©  G reat R esponsibility ©  Extrem e 
R esponsibility
P artlll
D irections: In  this section o f  the survey you are asked to  m ake tw o judgem ents abou t each  item: a) how  
you  actually perceive your overall state Extension Service w ork culture/environm ent, and  b ) how  you 
w ould  prefer your overall state Extension Service w ork culture/environm ent to  be. W hen responding 
consider vour state Extension Service w ork  culture/environm ent in  a  collective w a v . The best answ er is 
the  one that m ost accurately reflects your ow n views and  opinions. P lease respond to  each  statem ent 
using  the scale provided using a num ber 2 pencil. P lease note that each statem ent begins w ith “ In  
g e n e ra l, E x tension  p rofessionals in  m y  s ta te  E x tension  S e rv ic e . .
SCA LE: 1 =  S trongly Disagree (SD )
2 =  D isagree (D)
3 =  A gree (A)
4 =  S trongly Agree (SA)
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Tn g en e ra l, E x tension  professionals in  m y s ta te  
E x ten sio n  S e rv ic e . . .
A ctual Preferred
S D  D A SA SD  D A SA
1. share program  and educational activity experiences 
w ith each o ther to  leam  from  one another.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
2. w ork cooperatively in developing and im plem enting 
program  priorities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
3. are com m itted to  professional growth to  improve 
their Extension teaching and participant learning.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
4. spend tim e in  professional reflection about their 
work.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
5. spend tim e together inform ally to discuss the success 
and /o r failure o f  existing 
program s/projects/activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
6. give priority  to  helping their program  participants 
develop know ledge and skills.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
7. adequately  plan  educational program s to  
accom m odate individual differences am ong program  
participants.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
8. encourage each other to  use professional judgem ent 
w hen m aking decisions.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
9 believe all Extension program  participants can  leam  
and  change their behaviors.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
10. w ork  collaboratively to  achieve the organizational 
vision  and  goals.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
11. are sym pathetic w ith problem s and difficulties 
encountered b y  colleagues in their work.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
12. personally  acknow ledge other colleagues work 
efforts.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
13. provide leadership for new  projects in  w hich they 
are involved.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
14. provide visible, ongoing support for new  Extension 
program s and ideas.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
15. show  genuine concern for other colleagues. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
16. view  Extension program  evaluation as important. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
17. are w illing  to  help  each other w hen  problem s arise. 1 2 3 4 I 2 3 4
18. prioritize program  participant learning as die highest 
Extension goal over all other goals.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
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19. share leadership roles. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
20. m ake a n  effort to  m aintain positive relationships 
w ith colleagues.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
21. value team w ork and w ork tow ard organizational 
consensus.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
22. incorporate research findings into their Extension 
program s and activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
23. encourage one another to further their studies and/or 
professional developm ent activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
24. accept assistance and support from  their colleagues. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
25. adjust the ir educational program s to  reflect changes 
in the larger society.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
26. encourage one another to take on leadership roles. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
27. openly share problem s w ith each other. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
28. have reached  consensus regarding the state 
Extension vision and goals.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Part IV
Directions: T h is survey requests that you m ake judgem ents about the strength o f  vour personal beliefs in 
vour capabilities to  organize and successfully carry o u t professional tasks. In  assessing the strengths o f  
your personal beliefs about each item below , consider vour capabilities w ithin the context o f  your current 
work (e. g. office/county, district, state). F or each item  fill in  the corresponding num ber using the 
following scale:
SCALE: 1 =  W eak beliefs (W ) in m y capabilities
2 =  Som ewhat strong beliefs (SS) in  m y  capabilities
3 =  Strong beliefs (S) in m y  capabilities
4 =  Very strong beliefs (V S) in m y capabilities
In  m y  p re se n t E xtension  s itu a tio n , th e  s tre n g th  o f  m y  p erso n a l 
beliefs in  m y  capab ilities t o ...
W  SS S VS
1. plan  activities that accom m odate the range o f  individual differences 
am ong clients is...
1 2  3 4
2. conduct program s that m aintain high levels o f  clien t engagem ent in 
learning is...
1 2  3 4
3. plan p rogram  evaluation procedures that accom m odate individual 
d ifferences am ong clients is ...
1 2  3 4
4. adjust program s as needed to  client identified priority  topics is... 1 2  3 4
5. m otivate clients to  adopt recom m ended practices o r  change personal 
behaviors is ...
1 2  3 4
6. provide a  positive influence on the im provem ent o f  the quality  o f  life o f  
clients i s ...
1 2  3 4
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7. im plem ent program s that are relevant and interesting to  clients i s ... 1 2  3 4
8. adjust program s and activities as needed is ... 1 2  3 4
9. assist program  participants to  leam  new  inform ation is... 1 2  3 4
10. assist program  participants to  adop t recom m ended behaviors and 
practices i s ...
1 2  3 4
11. provide a positive influence for the  citizens in county/district/state is... 1 2  3 4
12. provide research based, accurate inform ation to  clients is... 1 2  3 4
Part V
Directions: T his survey requests that you m ake judgem ents about the collective strength o f  beliefs o f  
Extension professionals in  vour state as a w hole in their capabilities to  organize and  successfully carry  
o u t professional tasks. In assessing the strengths o f  the g roups ' beliefs, consider collective capabilities 
w ithin the context o f  the entire state Extension Service. Considering your entire state Extension Service 
professional s ta ff  as a w hole, for each item , use the scale provided below  and  fill in the corresponding 
num ber that best reflect your view.
SCA LE: 1 = W eak beliefs (W B) in  ou r capabilities
2 =  Som ew hat strong beliefs (SSB) in  our capabilities
3 = Strong beliefs (SB) in  our capabilities
4  =  V ery strong beliefs (V SB ) in our capabilities
T h e  collective s tre n g th  o f  beliefs o f  a ll o u r  s ta te  E x ten sio n  S erv ice 
pro fessionals a s  a  w hole in  o u r  cap ab ilities  to ...
W  SS S V S
1. carry ou t decisions and plans designed for Extension im provem ent is ... 1 2  3 4
2. develop and carry out effective educational program s and activities is ... 1 2  3 4
3. create w ays to im prove the Extension organization environm ent is... 1 2  3 4
4. support each o ther in addressing new  program s, policies, ru les and 
regulations is...
1 2  3 4
5. get clientele involvem ent in identifying educational p rogram  priorities
is...
1 2  3 4
6. m aintain an  educational environm ent in  which clientele feel good  about 
participating is...
1 2  3 4
7. provide input in  m aking im portant organizational decisions is... 1 2  3 4
8. adjust o u r state program  priorities as  needed is... 1 2  3 4
9. provide state citizen educational outreach with inform ation tha t helps 
them  im prove their lives is...
1 2  3 4
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10. assist a ll program  participants as a w hole to  adop t recom m ended 
behaviors and practices that can  improve their lives is...
1 2 3 4
11. deliver our educational program s in  an equitable w ay  to a  diverse group 
o f  participants in o u r state i s ...
1 2 3 4
12. effectively com m unicate i s ... 1 2 3 4
Part VI
Directions: This survey requests that you m ake judgem ents about the collective strength  o f  beliefs o f  
Extension professionals in  v o u r  office in  their capabilities to  organize and successfully  carry  o u t 
professional tasks. In assessing the strengths o f  the o ffice g ro u p s ’ beliefs, consider collective 
capabilities w ithin the context o f  the e n tire  office professional s ta ff . Considering your entire office 
professional s ta ff  as a  group, for each item, use the scale provided below  and fill in  the corresponding 
num ber that best reflect your view.
SCALE: 1 = W eak beliefs (W B) in  our capabilities
2 =  Som ewhat strong beliefs (SSB) in our capabilities
3 =  Strong beliefs (SB) in our capabilities
4 =  Very strong beliefs (VSB) in  o u r capabilities
T h e  s tre n g th  o f  beliefs o f  professionals In th is  office a s  a  w hole  in  o u r  
cap ab ilities  to ...
W SS S VS
1. c a n y  o u t decisions and plans designed for E xtension im provem ent is ... 1 2 3 4
2. develop and carry ou t effective educational program s and activities is ... 1 2 3 4
3. create ways to  im prove the Extension organization environm ent is... 1 2 3 4
4. support each o ther in addressing new  program s, policies, rules and 
regulations is...
1 2 3 4
5. g e t clientele involvem ent in  identifying educational program  priorities 
is...
1 2 3 4
6. m ainta in  an w tnrarinnal w iv im n m w it in ly h irh  M  grtrtH ahn iit
participating is...
L 2 3 4
7. provide input in m aking im portant organizational decisions is... 1 2 3 4
8. ad just o u r state program  priorities as needed is... 1 2 3 4
9. provide state citizen educational outreach w ith  inform ation tha t helps 
them  im prove their lives is...
1 2 3 4
10. assist all program  participants as  a  whole to  adop t recom m ended 
behaviors and practices that can  improve the ir lives is...
1 2 3 4
11. deliver o u r educational program s in  an  equitable w ay  to  a  diverse group 
o f  participants in  our state i s ...
1 2 3 4
12. effectively com m unicate i s ... 1 2 3 4
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Part VII
D irections: Please com plete the following personal inform ation item s by filling in  the appropriate space
o r by w riting in any relevant inform ation. Data for th is  study w ill be aggregated and analyzed so  that  no
individual will b e  identified.
1. W ork Location Zip Code: State:
2. G ender: o Fem ale o M ale
3. Age: o 20-29 o 30-39 o 40-49 o 50-59 o 60 and above
4. E thnicity: o A frican A m erican o Asian o Caucasian o H ispanic o Other
5. Total years as Extension Professional:
6. Total years em ployed a t present state Extension Service:
7. Degrees attained:
o B A /B S  M ajor: A griculture
Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
V ocational Education 
Education 
O ther
o  M A/M S M ajor: A griculture
Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
V ocational Education 
Education 
O ther
o Ed.D/Ph.D. M ajor: A griculture
Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
V ocational Education 
Education 
O ther
9. C urrent position
o  State Youth Dev. Specialist 
o State Agriculture Specialist 
o State Family .Con. Science 
o  State Level - O ther 
o State Level - A dm inistration
o County Level • Y outh  D evelopm ent 
o County Level - Agriculture 
o C ounty Level -  Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
o C ounty Level - O ther 
o C ounty Level -Adm inistration
Com m ents:
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o Regional Level - Y outh D evelopm ent 
o  Regional Level - A griculture 
o  Regional Level • Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
o Regional Level • O ther 
o Regional Level - A dm inistration
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D efinitions
This survey  asks you to n u k e  a  series o f  judgem ents about your experiences as a n  Extension Service 
professional. Extension Service professional refers specifically to  an  individual w ho is  em ployed as 
professional sta ff m em ber for state Extension Services at the county, regional o r state level. This 
includes all Extension professionals w orking in  various disciplines, base  program s, special program s, 
and adm inistration. Office group refers specifically to  county Extension office professionals, d istrict 
Extension office professionals, o r  state division/departm ent E xtension office professionals that perta in  to  
your particular w ork situation.
P a r t i
D irections: Please com plete the follow ing personal inform ation item s by  filling in  the appropriate space 
or b y  writing in  any relevant inform ation. Data fo r th is study w ill be aggregated and analyzed so  that no  
individual will be identified.
1. O ffice Z ip Code:
2. S tate: o K Y  o L A  o N C  o T X  o W I
3. G ender: o Fem ale o M ale
4. A ge: o 20-29 o 30-39 o 40-49 o 50-59 o  60 and  above
5. E thnicity: o A frican A m erican o A sian Am erican o Caucasian o H ispanic o O ther
6. T otal years as Extension Professional:
7. Total years em ployed a t present state Extension Service:
8. D egrees attained:
BA/BS M ajor: M A /M S Major:
o A griculture o A griculture
o Fam ily/Consum er Sciences o Fam ily/Consum er Sciences
o V ocational Education o V ocational Education
o Education  o Education
o Social Sciences o Social Sciences
o O ther o O ther
9. C urrent position: 
o C ounty Level - Y outh D evelopm ent 
o C ounty Level • A griculture Specialist 
o C ounty Level - Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
o C ounty Level -  Com m unity/Rural Dev. 
o C ounty Level - O ther 
o C ounty  Level -  A dm inistration 
o R egional Level - Youth D evelopm ent 
o  R egional Level -  Agriculture 
o R egional Level -  Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
o R egional Level • Com m unity/Rural D ev 
o R egional Level -  O ther 
o R egional Level -  A dm inistration 
o State Level • Y outh D evelopm ent 
o State Level • A griculture 
o State Level • Fam ily/Consum er Sciences 
o State Level - O ther 
o State Level -Adm inistration
10. N um ber o f  Extension professional s ta ff  in  your office (county, d istrict or state departm ent/division) 
o 2  o 3  o 4  o 5  0 6  0 7  0 8  o 9  o  10 or m ore
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Ed.D ./Ph.D . M ajor: 
o  A griculture
o  Fam ily/C onsum er Sciences 
o  V ocational Education 
o  Education 
o  Social Sciences 
o  O ther
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_ PartH
Directions: This section asks that you m ake judgem ents about your collective organizational w ork  
efforts as A  ST A T E  E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  O R G A N IZ A T IO N . For each question  below , consider 
your state Extension professional s ta ff A S A  W H O L E  O R G A N IZ A T IO N  and select the response that 
best reflects your personal v iew  and  opinion. P lease respond to  each statem ent using the scale provided. 
Fill in only one num ber for each item  usin g  a num ber 2 pencil.
P L E A S E  R A T E  T H E  F O L L O W IN G  F O R  A L L  E X T E N S IO N  P R O F E S S IO N A L S  IN  Y O U R  
S T A T E  A S A N  O V E R A L L  G R O U P :
1. Q uantity  (am ount) o f  educational program s collectively produced.
(D Low  ®  M oderate <3)High ®  V ery High
2. Q uality  o f  educational program s collectively produced.
®  P oor ®  F air ®  G ood ®  Excellent
3. C urren t expert knowledge, process skill and technological skill level.
®  P oor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
4. Effectiveness in coping w ith em ergencies and disruptions.
0  Poor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
5. Q uality  o f  educational activities (lessons, workshops, sessions, sem inars, etc.).
®  Poor ®  Fair ®  G ood ®  Excellent
6. E fficiency w ith available resources (m oney, people, tim e, equipm ent, etc.).
(D Som ew hat Efficient ®  Efficient ®  Very Efficient ®  Extrem ely Efficient
7. Innovation aw areness (technology, m ethods, new  research, etc.).
®  U naw are ®  Som ew hat A ware ®  A ware ®  V ery A ware
8. Response, acceptance and adjustm ent to  changes in new  methods, routines and /o r technologies.
<£) V ery Slow  ®  Slow  ®  Q uick ®  Immediate
9. Effectiveness at providing clients and com m unities w ith relevant program s and  inform ation.
(D Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
10. Effectiveness in assisting clients to gain  knowledge.
®  Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  Very Effective ®  Extrem ely E ffective
11. Effectiveness a t assisting clients and com m unities to  adopt recom m ended practices or to  change 
behaviors.
®  Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  Very Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
12. A m ount o f  responsibility to  accom plish organizational objectives reflecting stakeholder identified
issues.
®  Little Responsibility ®  Some Responsibility ®  G reat Responsibility ®  Extrem e Responsibility
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P a r t m
Directions: This section asks that you m ake judgem ents about your collective organizational w ork 
efforts AS AN O F F IC E  G R O U P  (county, regional or state level d iv ision/departm ent offices) o f  
Extension professionals. For each question  below, consider your office professional s ta f f  A S A  S M A L L  
O F F IC E  G R O U P  and select the response that best reflects your personal view an d  opinion. Please 
respond to  each statem ent using the scale provided. Fill in only one num ber for each  item  using a 
num ber 2 pencil.
PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING FOR ALL EXTENSION PROFESSIONALS IN YOUR 
OFFICE AS AN OVERALL GROUP
1. Q uantity (am ount) o f  educational program s collectively produced.
CD Low ®  M oderate (3) H igh ®  V ery High
2. Quality o f  educational program s collectively produced.
<D Poor ®  F air (3) G ood ®  Excellent
3. Current expert knowledge, process skill and technological skill level.
® Poor ®  F air <3) G ood ®  Excellent
4. Effectiveness a t coping with em ergencies and disruptions.
® Poor ®  Fair <3) G ood ®  Excellent
5. Quality o f  educational activities (lessons, workshops, sessions, sem inars, etc.).
® Poor <2> Fair <3) G ood ®  Excellent
6. Efficiency w ith available resources (m oney, people, time, equipm ent, etc.).
®  Som ew hat Efficient (2> Efficient (3) Very Efficient ®  Extrem ely Efficient
7. Innovation aw areness (technology, m ethods, new research, etc.).
®  U naw are ®  Som ew hat Aware ®  Aware ®  V ery Aware
8. Response, acceptance and adjustm ent to  changes in new  m ethods, routines and /o r technologies.
®  V ery Slow ®  Slow ® Q uick  ®  Immediate
9. Effectiveness a t providing clients and com m unities w ith relevant program s and inform ation.
®  Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  Very Effective ®  Extrem ely Effective
10. Effectiveness in assisting clients to gain  knowledge.
®  Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely E ffective
11. Effectiveness at assisting clients and com m unities to adopt recom m ended practices o r  to  change 
behaviors.
®  Som ew hat Effective ®  Effective ®  V ery Effective ®  Extrem ely E ffective
12. A m ount o f  responsibility to accom plish organizational objectives reflecting stakeho lder identified
issues.
®  Little Responsibility ®  Some Responsibility ®  G reat Responsibility ®  E xtrem e Responsibility
225
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Part IV
Directions: T his section o f  the survey requests that you  m ake judgem ents about T H E  S T R E N G T H  O F  
Y O U R  P E R SO N A L  B E L IE F  IN  Y O U R  C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O  O R G A N IZ E  A N D  S U C C E SS F U L L Y  
C A R R Y  O U T  P R O F E S S IO N A L  TA SK S. In assessing the strengths o f  your personal b e lie f  about 
each item below , consider vour capabilities w ithin the context o f  vou r current w ork setting 
(e.g. ofiice/county, district, state).
Please note tha t each statem ent begins w ith IN M Y  PR ESEN T EXTENSION SITUATION, TH E 
STRENGTH O F M Y PERSO N A L BELIEF IN M Y  CAPABILITIES TO  . . .  For each  item  fill in  the 
corresponding num ber using the following scale:
SCALE: 1 =  W eak belief (W ) in  m y capabilities
2 = Som ew hat Strong belief (SS) in  m y  capabilities
3 =  Strong belief (S) in  m y capabilities
4 =  V ery Strong be lie f (VS) in m y capabilities
IN  M Y  P R E S E N T  E X TE N S IO N  S IT U A T IO N . T H E  S T R E N G T H  O F  
M Y  P E R S O N A L  B E L IE F  IN  M Y  C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O . . .
W  SS S  VS
1. plan activities tha t accom m odate the range o f  individual differences 
am ong clients is...
1 2 3 4
2. conduct program s that m aintain high levels o f  client engagem ent in  
learning is...
1 2 3 4
3. provide research based, accurate information to  clients is... 1 2 3 4
4. im plem ent program s that are relevant and interesting to  clien ts i s ... 1 2 3 4
5. assist program  participants to  leam  new inform ation is... 1 2 3 4
6. m otivate clients to  adopt recom m ended practices o r change personal 
behaviors i s ...
1 2 3 4
7. provide a positive influence on clients’ quality  o f  life... 1 2 3 4
8. adjust program s to  address issues identified as priority  by stakeholders
is...
1 2 3 4
9. adjust program s an d  activities as needed b y  the organization, i s ... 1 2 3 4
10. plan and  conduct program  evaluation procedures is ... 1 2 3 4
P a r t  V
Directions: T h is section o f  the survey requests that you m ake judgem ents abou t T H E  C O L L E C T IV E  
S T R E N G T H  O F  T H E  B E L IE F  O F  EX TE N SIO N  P R O F E S S IO N A L S  IN  Y O U R  O F F IC E  IN  
T H E IR  C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O  O R G A N IZ E  AND S U C C E SS F U L L Y  C A R R Y  O U T  
P R O F E S S IO N A L  T A SK S. In assessing the strengths o f  the O F F IC E  G R O U P ’S  belief, consider 
collective capabilities w ith in  the context o f  the E N T IR E  O F F IC E  professional staff.. C onsidering your 
entire office professional s ta ff  as a  group, for each item , use the scale p rov ided  below  and fill in the 
corresponding num ber tha t best reflect your view.
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SCA LE: 1 =  Weak, b e lie f  (W ) i n  our capabilities
2 =  Som ew hat Strong b e lie f (SS) in  o u r capabilities
3 =  Strong be lie f (S) in  our capabilities
4 =  V ery  Strong belief (VS) in ou r capabilities
T H E  S T R E N G T H  O F  T H E  B E L IE F  O F  E X T E N S IO N  
P R O F E S S IO N A L S  IN  T H IS  O F F IC E  A S A  WHOLE IN  OUR 
C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O ...
W  SS S V S
1. carry  out decisions an d  plans designed for Extension program s i s ... 1 2  3 4
2. develop and ca rry  out effective educational program s and activities i s ... 1 2  3 4
3. create ways to im prove the Extension organization environm ent is... 1 2  3 4
4. prov ide state citizen educational outreach w ith  inform ation tha t helps 
them  improve the ir lives is...
1 2  3 4
5. support each o th e r in addressing new  program s, policies, m les and 
regulations is...
1 2  3 4
6. m aintain an educational environm ent in  w hich clientele feel good about 
participating is...
1 2  3 4
7. prov ide input in  m aking im portant organizational decisions is... 1 2  3 4
8. ad just our state program  priorities as needed is... 1 2  3 4
9. g e t clientele involvem ent in identifying educational program  priorities 
is...
1 2  3 4
10. assist all p rogram  participants as a  whole to  adopt recom m ended 
behaviors and practices that can im prove their lives is...
1 2  3 4
11. deliver our educational programs in an equitable w ay  to  a d iverse group 
o f  participants in  our state i s ...
1 2  3 4
12. effectively com m unicate i s ... 1 2  3 4
P a r t  V I
Directions: T his section  o f  the survey requests that y o u  m ak e  judgem ents abou t T H E  C O L L E C T IV E  
S T R E N G T H  O F  T H E  B E L IE F  O F  E X T E N S IO N  P R O F E S S IO N A L S  IN  V O U R  STATE AS A 
W H O L E  O R G A N IZ A T IO N A L  G R O U P  IN  T H E IR  C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O  O R G A N IZ E  A N D  
S U C C E SS F U L L Y  C A R R Y  O U T  P R O FE S SIO N A L  T A SK S. In assessing the strengths o f  the 
group’s belief, consider collective capabilities w ithin the  context o f the  entire state Extension Service. 
Considering you r entire state Extension Service professional s ta ff as a  w hole, for each item, use the scale 
provided below  and fill in  the corresponding num ber tha t best reflect your view.
Please n o te  that each statem ent begins w ith  “T h e  co llective s tren g th  o f  th e  b e lie f  o f  a ll o u r  s ta te  
E x tension  Service p ro fessio n a ls  AS A  W H O L E O R G A N IZ A T IO N A L  G R O U P  in  o u r  cap ab ilitie s  
to...”
SCALE: 1 =  W eak belief (W ) in  o u r capabilities
2 =  Som ew hat Strong b e lie f  (SS) in  o u r capabilities
3 =  S trong b e lie f  (S) in  ou r capabilities
4 =  V ery  Strong belief (VS) in  our capabilities
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T H E  C O L L E C T IV E  S T R E N G T H  O F  T H E  B E L IE F  Q F  A L L  ° V R W  SS S  VS
S TA T E  E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  P R O F E S S IO N A L S  A S A  W H O L E
O R G A N IZ A T IO N A L  G R O U P  IN  O U R  C A P A B IL IT IE S  T O ...
1. c a n y  out decisions and plans designed for Extension im provem ent i s ... 1 2  3 4
2. develop and carry  out effective educational program s and activities i s ... 1 2  3 4
3. create ways to  im prove the E xtension organization environm ent is... 1 2  3 4
4. provide state citizen  educational outreach w ith  inform ation that helps 
them  improve the ir lives is...
1 2  3 4
5. support each o ther in addressing new program s, policies, rules and 
regulations is...
1 2  3 4
6. m aintain an educational environm ent in w hich clientele feel good about 
participating is...
1 2  3 4
7. provide input in  m aking im portant organizational decisions is... 1 2  3 4
8. adjust our state program  priorities as needed is... 1 2  3 4
9. ge t clientele involvem ent in identifying educational program  priorities 
is...
1 2  3 4
10. assist all program  participants as a whole to  adopt recom m ended 
behaviors and practices that can  improve their lives is...
1 2  3 4
11. deliver our educational program s in an  equitable way to  a  diverse group 
o f  participants in  our state i s ...
1 2  3 4
12. effectively com m unicate is ... 1 2  3 4
P a r t  V H
Directions: In  this section o f  the survey you  are asked to  make tw o judgem ents about each item: A ) 
H O W  Y O U  A C T U A LL Y  P E R C E IV E  Y O U R  O V E R A L L  S TA T E  E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  
W O R K  E N V IR O N M E N T , AND B) H O W  YOU W O U L D  P R E F E R  Y O U R  O V E R A L L  S TA T E  
E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  W O R K  E N V IR O N M E N T  T O  BE. W hen responding consider vour state 
Extension Service w ork environm ent n r  a  collective w a v . T h e  b e s t answ er is the one th a t m ost 
accurately reflects your ow n views and opinions. Please respond to each statem ent tw ice (actual and 
preferred  w ork environm ent) using the scale provided.
Please note that each statem ent begins w ith  E X TE N SIO N  P R O F E S S IO N A L S  IN  M Y  S TA T E  
E X T E N S IO N  S E R V IC E  . . .
SCA LE: 1 =  S trongly  Disagree (SD )
2 =  D isagree (D)
3 =  A gree (A)
4 = S trongly Agree (SA )
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E X T E N S IO N  P R O FE S SIO N A L S  IN  M Y  S T A T E  
E X T E N S IO N  S E R V I C E . . .
A ctua l P re fe r re d
SD D A SA SD D A SA
1. share program  and educational activity experiences 
w ith  each other.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
2. w ork  cooperatively in developing and  implementing 
program  priorities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
3. a re  com m itted to professional growth to improve 
th e ir  Extension teaching and participant learning.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
4. spend time in professional reflection about their 
w ork.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
5. spend time together to informally discuss the success 
and /o r failure o f  existing 
programs/projects/activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
6. g ive priority to  helping their program  participants 
develop  know ledge and skills.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
7. adequately p lan  educational program s to 
accom m odate individual differences am ong program  
participants.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
8. encourage each other to  use professional judgem ent 
w hen  making decisions.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
9 believe all Extension program  participants can leam  
an d  change their behavior.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
10. w ork  collaboratively to achieve the organizational 
v ision  and goals.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
U . a re  sympathetic w ith problem s and difficulties 
encountered b y  colleagues in their work.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
12. personally acknow ledge other colleagues’ work 
efforts.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
13. provide leadership for new  projects in  which they 
are involved.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
14. p rovide visible, ongoing support for new  Extension 
program s and ideas.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
15. show  genuine concern for o ther colleagues. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
16. v iew  Extension program  evaluation as  important. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
17. are  willing to  help  each other w hen problem s arise. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
18. v iew  program  participants’ learning as  the Extension 
g o a l w ith the g reatest priority.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
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19. share leadership roles. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
20. m ake an effort to  m aintain positive relationships 
w ith  colleagues.
1 2 j  4 1 2 3 4
21. value team work and w ork tow ard organizational 
consensus.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
22. incorporate research findings into their Extension 
program s and activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
23. encourage one another to further their studies and/or 
professional developm ent activities.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
24. accept assistance and support from their colleagues. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
25. ad just their educational program s to reflect changes 
in  the larger society.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
26. encourage one another to  take on leadership roles. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
27. openly  share problem s w ith each other. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
28. have reached consensus regarding the state 
Extension vision and goals.
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
A dditional comments regarding this survey o r  your state Extension Service:
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APPENDIX C:
CONCEPTUAL DEFINITIONS AND ITEMS FOR MEASURES DERIVED
FROM FACTOR ANALYSIS
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE CULTURAL ELEMENTS SURVEY 
Professional organizational culture is conceptually defined given results of this study 
as the perceptions of shared values, beliefs, norms (formal and informal), meanings, 
interests, and assumptions that emerge from accepted professional standards, principles, 
and ethics and direct individual and collective behavior of Extension professionals. 
Professional organizational culture addresses the organizational members’ sense of 
identity and purpose.
Professional Relationships refers to the quality and quantity of interpersonal 
interactions and relationships between Extension colleagues that enhance the work 
environment. Items that loaded into this factor were items # 11,12, 15,17,20,24, and 
27.
Extension professionals in my state Extension Service (item statement). . .
11. are sympathetic with problems and difficulties encountered by colleagues in their 
work.
12. personally acknowledge other colleagues’ work efforts.
1 5. show genuine concern for other colleagues.
17. are willing to help each other when problems arise.
20. make an effort to maintain positive relationships with colleagues.
24. accept assistance and support from their colleagues.
27. openly share problems with each other.
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Professional Reflection and Collaboration refers to Extension professionals’ tendency 
to as individuals and collaboratively to reflect upon their work in order to improve 
practice, and to work cooperatively together to develop and improve professional 
practices and services to clients. Items that loaded into this factor were items # 1,2,4, 
5,6, 7, and 10.
Extension professionals in my state Extension Service (item statement). . .
1. share program and educational activity experiences with each other.
2. work cooperatively in developing and implementing program priorities.
4. spend time in professional reflection about their work.
5. spend time together to informally discuss the success and/or failure of existing 
programs/projects/activities.
6. give priority to helping their program participants develop knowledge and skills.
7. adequately plan educational programs to accommodate individual differences among 
program participants.
10. work collaboratively to achieve the organizational vision and goals.
Professional Values refers to the value Extension professionals’ feel regarding their 
professional work; their feelings of responsibility to develop organizational vision, 
goals, and objectives; their feelings of duty to assist people in improving their lives; and 
the sense of obligation they feel to help advance society and improve circumstances in 
their communities/counties/districts and state. Items that loaded into this factor were 
items # 9,16,22,23,25, and 26.
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Extension professionals in my state Extension Service (item statement). . .
9. believe all Extension program participants can leam and change their behavior. 
16. view Extension program evaluation as important.
22. incorporate research findings into their Extension programs and activities.
23. encourage one another to further their studies and/or professional development 
activities.
25. adjust their educational programs to reflect changes in the larger society.
26. encourage one another to take on leadership roles.
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EXTENSION Self-efficacy ASSESSMENT
Self-efficacy is defined as the strength of an person’s belief in their capability to 
organize and execute the courses of action necessary to produce given attainments. 
There are competence and motivation elements to self-efficacy. All twelve original 
items loaded in this one-factor solution.
In my present situation, the strength of my personal belief in my capabilities to 
(item statement). . .
1. plan activities that accommodate the range of individual differences among clients 
is. 2. conduct programs that maintain high levels of client engagement is. . .
3. provide research based, accurate information to clients i s . . .
4. implement programs that are relevant and interesting to clients i s . . .
3. assist program participants to learn new information i s . . .
6. motivate clients to adopt recommended practices or change personal behaviors is . ..
7. provide a positive influence on clients’ quality of life i s . . .
8. adjust programs to address issues identified as priorities by stakeholders i s . . .
9. adjust programs and activities as needed by the organization i s . . .
10. plan and conduct program evaluation procedures i s . . .
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EXTENSION GROUP EFFICACY ASSESSMENT 
Office Workgroup Efficacy is the collective efficacy belief o f the office workgroup 
members regarding the office workgroups’ ability to organize and execute the courses 
of action necessary to produce desired attainments. There are competence and 
motivation elements to office workgroup efficacy. All twelve items initially developed 
loaded into this one-factor solution.
The strength of the belief of Extension professionals in this office as a whole in our 
capabilities to (item statement).. .
1. carry out decisions and plans designed for Extension programs i s . . .
2. develop and carry out effective educational programs and activities is . . .
3. create ways to improve the Extension organization environment i s . . .
4. provide citizens educational outreach with information that helps them improve 
their lives i s . . .
5. support each other in addressing new programs, policies, rules and regulations i s . . .
6. maintain an educational environment in which clients feel good about participating 
is . . .
7. provide input in making important organizational decisions i s . . .
8. adjust our state program priorities as needed i s . . .
9. get clients involved in identifying educational program priorities i s . . .
10. assist all program participants as a whole to adopt recommended behaviors and 
practices that can improve their lives i s . . .
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11. deliver our educational programs in an equitable way to a diverse group of 
participants in our state i s . . .
12. effectively communicate i s . . .
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EXTENSION ORGANIZATIONAL EFFICACY ASSESSMENT 
Organizational efficacy is defined as the collective efficacy belief of the entire 
organization membership regarding the organization’s ability to organize and execute 
the courses of action necessary to produce desired organizational attainments. There 
are competence and motivation elements to organizational efficacy.
Client Focused Efficacy Beliefs refer to the collective beliefs of the entire state 
Extension Service faculty in regard to their producing the actions necessary to deliver 
meaningful, relevant, effective programs for the citizens in their state. Items that 
loaded into this factor are 2,4,6,9,10,11.
The collective strength of the belief of all our state Extension Service professionals 
as a whole organizational group in our capabilities to (item statement). . .
2. develop and carry out effective educational programs and activities i s . . .
4. provide citizens educational outreach with information that helps them improve 
their lives is . . .
6. maintain an educational environment in which clients feel good about participating 
i s . . .
9. get clients involved in identifying educational program priorities i s . . .
10. assist all program participants as a whole to adopt recommended behaviors and 
practices that can improve their lives i s . . .
11. deliver our educational programs in an equitable way to a diverse group of 
participants in our state i s . . .
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Organization focused efficacy beliefs refisc to the collective beliefs of the entire state 
Extension Service faculty in regard to their ability to produce the actions necessary for 
accomplishing the mission, goals, and objectives of the organization. Items that loaded 
into this factor are 1,3, 5, 7,8.
The collective strength of the belief of all our state Extension Service professionals 
as a whole organizational group in our capabilities to (item statement). . .
1. carry out decisions and plans designed for Extension programs i s . . .
3. create ways to improve the Extension organization environment i s . . .
S. support each other in addressing new programs, policies, rules and regulations i s . . .
7. provide input in making important organizational decisions is . . .
8. adjust our state program priorities as needed i s . . .
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INDEX OF PERCEIVEDORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS IN
EXTENSION
Perceived organizational effectiveness is defined as the degree to which there exists an 
organizational climate whereby faculty members are able to determine, mobilize into 
action and attain organizational goals in a fashion that is productive, relevant, dynamic, 
flexible, efficient and adaptable.
Perceived organizational effectiveness at Productivity in this study refers to 
professional work efforts to produce educational programs that are significant in 
quantity and quality, reflecting expertise in subject knowledge, pedagogical and 
technological skill. Items that loaded into this factor are 1,2,3,5.
1. Quantity (amount) of educational programs produced.
2. Quality of educational programs produced.
3. Current expert knowledge, process skill and technological skill level.
S. Quality of educational activities (lessons, workshops, sessions, seminars, etc.)
Perceived organizational effectiveness at Client Responsiveness refers to professional 
efforts that result in programs that are relevant and interesting as well as assist clients 
and communities to gain knowledge and change personal behaviors for an improved 
quality of life. Items that loaded into this factor are 9,10,11,12.
9. Effectiveness at providing clients and communities with relevant programs and 
information.
10. Effectiveness in assisting clients to gain knowledge.
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11. Effectiveness at assisting clients and communities to adopt recommended practices 
or to change behavior.
12. Amount of responsibility to accomplish organizational objectives reflecting 
stakeholder identified issues.
Perceived organizational effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability refers to 
collective professional behaviors that allow an organization to adapt and flex during 
times of internal and external change in order to survive. Items that loaded into this 
factor are 4,6, 7,8.
4. Effectiveness at coping with emergencies and disruptions.
6. Efficiency with available resources (money, people, time, equipment, etc.).
7. Innovation awareness (technology, methods, new research, etc.).
8. Response, acceptance and adjustment to changes in new methods, routines and/or 
technologies.
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INDEX OF PERCEIVED OFFICE WORKGROUP EFFECTIVENESS IN
EXTENSION
Perceived office workgroup effectiveness is defined as the degree to which Extension 
professionals perceive there exists an organizational climate in the Extension office 
workgroup whereby faculty members are able to determine, mobilize into action and 
attain organizational goals in a fashion that is productive, relevant, dynamic, flexible, 
efficient and adaptable.
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Productivity refers to the collective work efforts by 
the office workgroup to produce educational programs that are significant in quantity 
and quality, reflecting expertise in subject knowledge, pedagogical and technological 
skill. Items that loaded into this factor are 1,2,5.
1. Quantity (amount) of educational programs produced.
2. Quality of educational programs produced.
5. Quality of educational activities (lessons, workshops, sessions, seminars, etc.)
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Client Responsiveness refers to collective office 
workgroup professional efforts that result in programs that are relevant and interesting 
as well as assist clients and communities to gain knowledge and change personal 
behaviors for an improved quality of life.
Items that loaded into this factor are 6,9,10,11,12.
6. Efficiency with available resources (money, people, time, equipment, etc.).
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9. Effectiveness at providing clients and communities with relevant programs and 
information.
10. Effectiveness in assisting clients to gain knowledge.
11. Effectiveness at assisting clients and communities to adopt recommended practices 
or to change behavior.
12. Amount of responsibility to accomplish organizational objectives reflecting 
stakeholder identified issues.
Office Workgroup Effectiveness at Flexibility and Adaptability refers to office 
workgroup professional work efforts that allow an organization to adapt and flex during 
times of internal and external change in order to survive. Items that loaded into this 
factor are 4, 7, and 8.
4. Effectiveness at coping with emergencies and disruptions.
7. Innovation awareness (technology, methods, new research, etc.).
8. Response, acceptance and adjustment to changes in new methods, routines and/or 
technologies.
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APPENDIX D:
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR MEASURE ITEMS
BY STATES
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Table D.l
Summary of Item Means and Standard Deviations for the ESEA. EGEA. EOEA. 











1. 3.25 .72 3.23 .70 3.21 .60
2. 3.21 .61 3.20 .66 3.17 .63
3. 3.37 .68 3.44 .67 3.54 .63
4. 3.34 .65 3.41 .62 3.38 .61
5. 3.33 .56 3.35 .64 3.40 .59
6. 2.84 .67 3.01 .71 2.98 .68
7. 3.20 .69 3.32 .70 3.36 .64
8. 3.26 .74 3.26 .68 3.38 .64
9. 3.18 .74 3.24 .72 3.21 .67
10. 2.55 .83 2.62 .86 2.62 .81
EGEA
1. 3.09 .70 3.07 .72 3.16 .64
2. 3.26 .69 3.26 .75 3.36 .58
3. 2.90 .79 2.77 .88 2.78 .75
4. 3.14 .69 3.17 .77 3.35 .68
5. 2.97 .92 3.00 .91 2.98 .84
6. 3.28 .66 3.23 .73 3.32 .69
7. 2.91 .84 2.78 .91 2.69 .92
8. 2.69 .88 2.69 .91 2.63 .90
9. 2.83 .80 2.92 .84 3.06 .74
10. 2.83 .81 2.93 .75 2.95 .67
11. 3.09 .82 3.14 .86 3.07 .74
12. 3.10 .82 3.05 .90 3.18 .79
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Table D.l (cont.)
Measure Kentucky Louisiana North Carolina
M SD M SD M SD
(n = H I) (n = 249) (n = 138)
EOEA
1. 2.88 .65 2.69 .78 2.86 .76
2. 3.03 .68 2.97 .73 3.18 .61
3. 2.54 .82 2.50 .83 2.53 .88
4. 3.13 .67 3.00 .75 3.20 .65
5. 2.68 .78 2.52 .82 2.71 .81
6. 3.03 .77 2.97 .75 3.14 .71
7. 2.64 .85 2.43 .92 2.52 .87
8. 2.53 .92 2.42 .92 2.60 .90
9. 2.86 .82 2.77 .78 2.96 .75
10. 2.85 .71 2.75 .74 2.96 .75
11. 3.05 .73 2.86 .83 3.04 .75
12. 2.86 .76 2.63 .87 2.93 .72
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1. 2.92 .78 2.79 .69 3.05 .69
2. 3.14 .62 3.14 .63 3.35 .59
3. 3.21 .63 3.15 .63 3.31 .57
4. 3.01 .74 2.87 .77 3.20 .76
5. 3.23 .67 3.11 .68 3.30 .60
6. 2.35 .88 2.17 .92 2.31 .85
7. 3.12 .68 2.94 .69 3.16 .66
8. 2.64 .60 2.45 .67 2.70 .63
9. 2.59 .79 2.52 .81 2.68 .74
10. 2.71 .79 2.63 .78 2.80 .75
11. 2.29 .73 2.25 .79 2.46 .73
12. 2.78 .74 2.52 .66 2.76 .59
IPO WEE
1. 2.83 .71 2.82 .80 3.01 .80
2. 3.26 .62 3.22 .67 3.41 .60
3. 3.33 .64 3.20 .61 3.35 .60
4. 3.19 .74 3.06 .76 3.22 .65
5. 3.35 .63 3.37 .60 3.45 .55
6. 2.99 .88 2.82 .86 2.97 .78
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Table D.l (cont.)













7. 3.08 .67 3.05 .68 3.12 .63
8. 2.84 .50 2.77 .64 2.83 .56
9. 2.81 .78 2.83 .81 2.91 .75
10. 2.89 .71 2.83 .76 2.92 .76
11. 2.54 .78 2.50 .75 2.63 .67
12. 2.91 .65 2.79 .71 2.98 .64
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1. 3.19 .67 3.12 .74
2. 3.28 .66 3.26 .67
3. 3.44 .67 3.45 .68
4. 3.40 .64 3.38 .72
5. 3.45 .55 3.40 .60
6. 3.02 .75 2.93 .69
7. 3.37 .65 3.17 .67
8. 3.36 .66 3.31 .67
9. 3.14 .71 3.08 .73
10. 2.70 .83 2.69 .87
EGEA
1. 3.13 .66 3.14 * .71
2. 3.30 .63 3.40 .67
3. 2.79 .84 2.89 .88
4. 3.25 .62 3.31 .70
5. 3.03 .87 2.92 .94
6. 3.28 .67 3.29 .66
7. 2.86 .90 2.84 .90
8. 2.67 .84 2.63 .88
9. 3.04 .79 2.97 .87
10. 2.99 .71 2.85 .68
11. 3.06 .78 3.01 .82
12. 3.29 .70 3.16 .77











1. 2.82 .73 2.90 .74
2. 3.11 .69 3.29 .64
3. 2.40 .90 2.69 .78
4. 3.16 .66 3.16 .73
5. 2.67 .80 2.69 .82
6. 3.11 .69 3.15 .68
7. 2.39 .98 2.55 .90
8. 2.63 .88 2.65 .85
9. 3.02 .78 2.98 .77
10. 2.93 .69 2.93 .60
11. 2.96 .76 2.99 .73
12. 2.93 .79 2.93 .79
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1. 3.23 .64 3.15 .75
2. 3.36 .56 3.47 .59
3. 3.34 .60 3.40 .65
4. 3.13 .70 3.00 .78
5. 3.35 .59 3.52 .61
6. 2.49 .88 2.51 .88
7. 3.15 .67 3.22 .70
8. 2.67 .66 2.64 .55
9. 2.73 .78 2.74 .90
10. 2.86 .72 2.94 .83
11. 2.51 .73 2.47 .81
12. 2.78 .66 2.82 .69
IPOWEE
1. 3.12 .68 3.12 .72
2. 3.44 .54 3.45 .66
3. 3.36 .56 3.39 .69
4. 3.32 .67 3.06 .73
5. 3.47 .56 3.53 .57
6. 3.02 .78 2.85 .86












7. 3.28 .63 3.16 .67
8. 2.94 .56 2.74 .63
9. 3.06 .69 2.93 .86
10. 3.08 .66 3.08 .80
11. 2.69 .74 2.53 .91
12. . 3.00 .62 2.98 .72
Note. “Item numbers can be cross-referenced with item statements included in 
Appendix B.
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Table D.2
Summary of Item Means. Standard Deviations and Mean Difference (Deprivation) 
Scores for Each Item of the CESCES (Actual and Preferred Perceptions) bv Each State
Item Kentucky
Actual M Actual SD Preferred M Preferred SD Mean Diff.a
1. 3.09 0.66 3.74 0.44 0.65
2. 2.87 0.65 3.71 0.46 0.84
3. 3.07 0.57 3.67 0.49 0.60
4. 2.57 0.74 3.38 0.56 0.81
5. 2.57 0.80 3.53 0.52 0.96
6. 3.05 0.56 3.60 0.49 0.55
7. 2.84 0.63 3.54 0.55 0.70
8. 3.00 0.61 3.52 0.50 0.52
9. 2.94 0.68 3.37 0.72 0.43
10. 2.71 0.74 3.70 0.46 0.99
11. 2.61 0.79 3.63 0.48 1.02
12 2.80 0.83 3.66 0.48 0.86
13. 2.99 0.65 3.54 0.50 0.55
14. 2.83 0.69 3.58 0.50 0.75
15. 2.83 0.82 3.63 0.49 0.80
16. 2.80 0.79 3.50 0.59 0.70
17. 3.02 0.77 3.62 0.49 0.60
18. 3.03 0.59 3.65 0.50 0.62
19. 2.79 0.75 3.51 0.52 0.72
20. 2.92 0.74 3.56 0.52 0.64
21. 2.78 0.77 3.57 0.52 0.79
22. 3.23 0.69 3.70 0.46 0.47
23. 2.93 0.69 3.46 0.52 0.53
24. 3.05 0.52 3.47 0.50 0.42
25. 2.81 0.65 3.50 0.52 0.69
26. 2.81 0.73 3.41 0.53 0.61
27. 2.53 0.70 3.36 0.57 0.83
28. 2.61 0.78 3.50 0.57 0.89
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Table D.2 (cont.)
Item
Actual M Actual SD
Louisiana 
Preferred M Preferred SD Mean Diff.'
I. 3.02 0.63 3.73 0.50 0.71
2. 2.83 0.70 3.67 0.50 0.84
3. 3.02 0.66 3.72 0.47 0.70
4. 2.59 0.74 3.44 0.55 0.85
5. 2.67 0.77 3.48 0.60 0.81
6. 3.01 0.67 3.64 0.51 0.63
7. 2.79 0.70 3.57 0.53 0.78
8. 2.85 0.73 3.61 0.50 0.76
9. 2.76 0.74 3.39 0.61 0.63
10. 2.61 0.75 3.54 0.55 0.93
11. 2.58 0.85 3.54 0.53 0.96
12 2.75 0.78 3.56 0.53 0.81
13. 2.92 0.66 3.54 0.58 0.62
14. 2.67 0.70 3.51 0.57 0.84
15. 2.79 0.81 3.60 0.50 0.81
16. 2.65 0.83 3.46 0.60 0.81
17. 3.02 0.72 3.65 0.50 0.63
18. 2.90 0.75 3.59 0.54 0.69
19. 2.60 0.79 3.46 0.59 0.86
20. 2.75 0.77 3.60 0.55 0.85
21. 2.74 0.76 3.60 0.55 0.86
22. 3.12 0.73 3.69 0.47 0.57
23. 2.95 0.70 3.53 0.54 0.58
24. 3.05 0.63 3.59 0.53 0.54
25. 2.79 0.71 3.49 0.59 0.70
26. 2.78 0.76 3.47 0.54 0.69
27. 2.58 0.79 3.38 0.63 0.80
28. 2.33 0.82 3.54 0.62 1.21
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Table D.2 (cont.)
Item
Actual M Actual SD
North Carolina 
Preferred Preferred Mean Diff.*
1. 3.07 .65 3.74 .44 .67
2. 2.98 .70 3.71 .47 .73
3. 3.18 .69 3.73 .45 .55
4. 2.71 .75 3.39 .62 .68
5. 2.57 .83 3.55 .56 .98
6. 3.25 .60 3.67 .47 .42
7. 3.00 .66 3.63 .48 .63
8. 3.07 .66 3.56 .54 .49
9. 2.96 .71 3.39 .65 .43
10. 2.85 .72 3.66 .48 .81
11. 2.81 .83 3.58 .50 .77
12 2.84 .76 3.61 .52 .77
13. 3.17 .61 3.59 .49 .42
14. 2.93 .62 3.57 .50 .64
15. 2.96 .75 3.62 .49 .66
16. 3.01 .73 3.46 .62 .45
17. 3.17 .72 3.71 .46 .54
18. 3.06 .76 3.67 .49 .61
19. 2.88 .69 3.53 .52 .65
20. 2.98 .71 3.63 .53 .65
21. 2.96 .69 3.61 .49 .65
22. 3.34 .57 3.70 .46 .36
23. 3.25 .70 3.57 .53 .32
24. 3.16 .58 3.55 .51 .39
25. 2.98 .68 3.57 .54 .59
26. 2.99 .69 2.51 .52 .52
27. 2.64 .78 2.40 .55 .76
28. 2.70 .92 3.63 .50 .93
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Table D.2 (cont.)
Item
Actual M Actual SD
Texas
Preferred Preferred Mean Diff.1
1. 3.06 .66 3.66 .48 .60
2. 2.95 .70 3.60 .49 .65
3. 3.16 .68 3.63 .52 .47
4. 2.58 .77 3.36 .58 .78
5. 2.56 .79 3.48 .57 .92
6. 3.15 .62 3.63 .48 .48
7. 2.89 .70 3.54 .52 .65
8. 3.09 .60 3.55 .51 .46
9. 2.88 .74 3.30 .68 .42
10. 2.73 .74 3.52 .52 .79
11. 2.64 .82 3.50 .52 .77
12 2.74 .72 3.52 .52 .78
13. 3.07 .60 3.50 .51 .43
14. 2.78 .67 3.48 .52 .70
15. 2.77 .75 3.53 .51 .76
16. 2.90 .76 3.37 .61 .47
17. 3.06 .68 3.58 .50 .52
18. 2.96 .78 3.56 .52 .60
19. 2.83 .69 3.43 .54 .60
20. 2.89 .68 3.56 .51 .67
21. 2.87 .75 3.55 .55 .68
22. 3.18 .65 3.64 .50 .46
23. 2.96 .75 3.46 .60 .50
24. 3.07 .59 3.47 .52 .40
25. 2.92 .72 3.44 .60 .52
26. 2.94 .66 3.38 .56 .44
27. 2.56 .75 3.24 .62 .68
28. 2.51 .87 3.47 .56 .96
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Table D.2 (cont.)
Item
Actual M Actual SD
Wisconsin
Preferred Preferred Mean Diff.*
1. 3.11 .57 3.67 .47 .56
2. 2.94 .60 3.45 .50 .51
3. 3.31 .63 3.61 .51 .30
4. 2.60 .70 3.40 .52 .80
5. 2.53 .73 3.48 .50 .95
6. 3.17 .55 3.53 .52 .36
7. 3.00 .61 3.53 .55 .53
8. 3.06 .70 3.56 .50 .50
9. 2.80 .65 3.15 .68 .35
10. 2.77 .68 3.43 .54 .66
11. 2.78 .72 3.52 .52 .74
12 2.78 .74 3.49 .53 .71
13. 3.06 .57 3.42 .50 .36
14. 2.84 .66 3.44 .50 .60
15. 2.97 .67 3.52 .50 .55
16. 3.06 .64 3.39 .62 .33
17. 3.09 .67 3.53 .50 .44
18. 3.02 .64 3.51 .53 .49
19. 2.89 .61 3.36 .57 .47
20. 2.95 .60 3.51 .53 .56
21. 2.94 .59 3.47 .55 .53
22. 3.20 .65 3.56 .50 .36
23. 2.94 .76 3.50 .50 .56
24. 3.06 .49 3.36 .48 .30
25. 2.99 .65 3.50 .57 .51
26. 3.02 .62 3.33 .56 .31
27. 2.53 .73 3.17 .62 .64
28. 2.47 .77 3.40 .52 .93
Note.1 Mean difference scores computed by subtracting actual mean score from 
preferred mean score.
257
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX E:
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR FACTORED SUBSCALES OF MEASURES
BY STATE
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Table E.l
Actual and Preferred Means
Actual Preferred
CESCES M SD M % Max* M SD M % Max
Kentucky (n = 111)
PR (7)b 19.62 4.15 70.07 24.79 2.86 88.54
PRC (7) 19.55 3.43 69.82 23.82 3.35 85.07
PV(6) 17.41 2.79 72.54 20.72 2.61 86.33
Louisiana (n = 249)
PR (7) 19.43 4.12 69.39 24.75 2.99 88.39
PRC (7) 19.46 3.62 69.50 23.81 3.50 85.04
PV (6) 17.02 3.14 70.92 20.93 2.65 87.21
North Carolina (n = 138)
PR (7) 20.49 4.12 73.18 24.90 2.81 88.93
PRC (7) 20.39 3.72 72.82 24.14 3.56 86.21
PV (6) 18.51 3.02 77.13 21.13 2.50 88.04
Texas (n = 258)
PR (7) 19.65 3.66 70.18 23.90 3.77 85.36
PRC (7) 19.82 3.62 70.79 23.45 3.76 83.75
PV (6) 17.67 3.12 73.63 20.18 3.23 84.08
Wisconsin (n = 89)
PR (7) 20.10 3.70 71.79 24.01 2.91 85.75
PRC (7) 19.88 3.39 71.00 23.76 2.38 84.86
PVC6) _ 17.89 2.65 74.54 20.32 2.43 84.67
Note. aM % Max. score completed by dividing scale mean by maximum possible scale 
score (# of items x 4). bNumber of items on scale.
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Table E.2
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of the ESEA. EGEA. 
EOEA. IPO WEE and the IPOEE for Kentucky fn = 1111
Measure/Subscale___________________ M__________SD________ M % Max*
ESEA (10)b 31.32 5.04 78.30
EGEA (12) 35.80 6.86 74.58
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) 17.91 3.41 74.63
OFEB (5) 13.23 3.30 66.15
IPOWEE(12)
OWECR (5) 14.01 3.04 70.05
OWEP (3) 9.34 1.71 77.83
OWEFA (3) 9.05 1.54 75.42
IPOEE(12)
OECR (4) 10.28 2.64 64.25
OEP (4) 12.47 2.11 77.94
OEFA (4)______________________ 1098________ 2.26  68.63
Note. aM %Max = Subscale mean/the maximum subscale score. ^Number of items on 
subscale.
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Table E.3
EOEA. IPO WEE and the IPOEE for Louisiana (n = 249)
Measure/Subscale M SD M % Max4
ESEA (10)b 32.03 4.83 80.08
EGEA (12) 35.92 7.65 74.83
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) 17.24 3.67 71.83
OFEB (5) 12.49 3.62 62.45
IPOWEE(12)
OWECR (5) 13.76 3.13 68.80
OWEP (3) 9.39 1.75 78.25
OWEFA (3) 8.87 1.66 73.92
IPOEE(12)
OECR (4) 9.90 2.55 61.88
OEP (4) 12.15 2.07 75.94
OEFA (4) 10.37 2.34 65.19
subscale.
261
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table E.4
Summary o f Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of the ESEA. EGEA.
EOEA. IPO WEE and the IPOEE for North Carolina fn = 1?8)
Measure/Subscale M SD M % Max"
ESEA (10)b 32.21 4.37 80.53
EGEA (12) 36.51 6.23 76.06
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) 18.46 3.30 76.92
OFEB (5) 13.22 3.47 66.10
IPOWEE(12)
OWECR (5) 14.39 2.98 71.95
OWEP (3) 9.85 1.68 82.08
OWEFA (3) 9.17 1.47 76.42
IPOEE(12)
OECR (4) 10.67 2.33 66.69
OEP (4) 13.01 1.87 81.31
OEFA (4) 11.37 2.11 71.06
Note. *M %Max = Subscale mean/the maximum subscale score. bNumber of items on
subscale.
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Table E.5
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of the ESEA. EGEA.
EOEA. IPOWEE and the IPOEE for Texas fn = 258)
Measure/Subscale M SD M%Max*
ESEA (10)b 32.22 4.55 80.55
EGEA (12) 36.58 6.24 76.21
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) 18.21 3.55 75.86
OFEB (5) 12.81 3.58 64.05
IPOWEE(12)
OWECR (5) 14.85 2.71 74.25
OWEP (3) 10.04 1.52 83.67
OWEFA (3) 9.52 1.47 79.33
IPOEE(12)
OECR (4) 10.85 2.38 67.81
OEP (4) 13.26 1.81 82.88
OEFA (4) 11.42 2.16 71.38
Note. “M %Max -  Subscale mean/the maximum subscale score. bNumber of items on
subscale.
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Table E.6
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Factored Dimensions of the ESEA. EGEA.
EOEA. IPO WEE and the IPOEE for Wisconsin fn = 89)
Measure/Subscale M SD M % Max*
ESEA (10)b 31.57 4.71 78.93
EGEA (12) 36.25 6.91 75.52
EOEA(12)
CFEB (6) 18.46 3.24 76.92
OFEB (5) 3.39 3.26 66.95
IPOWEE(12)
OWECR (5) 14.37 3.38 71.85
OWEP (3) 10.07 1.79 83.92
OWEFA (3) 8.92 1.71 74.33
IPOEE(12)
OECR (4) 10.94 2.76 68.38
OEP (4) 13.54 2.12 84.63
OEFA (4) 11.26 2.18 70.38
Note. aM %Max = Subscale mean/the maximum subscale score. bNumber of items on
subscale.
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APPENDIX F:
PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEPENDENT
AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES BY STATE
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Table F.l
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness Measures and the Independent Measures for Kentucky (n = 111)
Iu W h h i
Variable
OECR
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
IPOEE IPOWEE 
OEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
ESEA .38** .13 .27** .44** .33** .27**
EGEA .57** .23* .42** .66** .56** .60**
EOEA
CFEB .61** .35** .43** .49** .45** .41**
OFEB .37** .37** .53** .34** .35** .25*
CESCES
PR .28** .39** .39** .34** .42** .44**
PRC .46** .50** .47** .34** .49** .41**
PV .32** .45** .45** .37** .33** .34**
DEP1 -.15 -.26* -.19* -.21* -.29** -.31**
DEP2 • -.28** -.16 -.11 -.24* -.39** -.34**
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Table F.2
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness Measures and the Independent Measures for Louisiana (n = 249)
Variable
OECR
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
IPOEE IPO WEE 
OEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
ESEA .41** .35** .24** .47** .34** .34**
EGEA .46** .36** .36** .72** .66** .67**
EOEA
CFEB .58** .49** .42** .46** .38** .27**
OFEB .51** .44** .52** .39** .27** .35**
CESCES
PR .22** .26** .33** .25** .22** .27**
PRC .41** .44** .49** .32** .35** .27**
PV .49** .42** .47** .39** .30** .31**
DEP1 -.04 -.09 -.14* -.09 -.11 -.13*
DEP2 i • * -.23** -.20** -.19** -.23** -.12
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Table F.3
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness Measures and the Independent Measures for North Carolina (n = 138)
Variable
OECR
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
IPOEE IPO WEE 
OEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
ESEA .39** .34** .19* .36** .42** .39**
EGEA .56** 49** .34** .70** .65** .61**
EOEA
CFEB .57** .53** .37** .42** .32** .39**
OFEB .53** .48** .42** .32** .25** .31**
CESCES
PR .39** .30** .32** .30** .26** .25**
PRC .56** .55** .42** .43** .41** .37**
PV .50** .42** .35** .39** .43** .30**
DEP1 -.14 .01 -.09 -.13 .01 -.09
DEP2 -.40** I OJ * • -.23* -.25** -.17* -.23*
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Table F.4
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness Measures and the Independent Measures for Texas (n = 261)
Variable
OECR
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
IPOEE IPO WEE 
OEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
ESEA .39** .33** .23** .47** .35** .31**
EGEA .41** .39** .39** .64** .56** .59**
EOEA
CFEB .59** .51** .43** .41** .27** .31**
OFEB .54** .41** .44** .29** .18* .26**
CESCES
PR .33** .39** .28** .11 .16* .23**
PRC .47** .46** .43** .29** .30** .38**
PV .48** .41** .40** .28** .19** .27**
DEP1 -.08 -.15* -.10 .09 .05 -.02
DEP2 -.31** -.30** -.32** -.13 -.20** -.22**
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Table F.5
Summary of Pearson Product Moment Conelations between Perceived Organizational
Effectiveness Measures and the Independent Measures for Wisconsin (n = 89)
IjI M h U i I
Variable
OECR
Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 
IPOEE IPO WEE 
OEP OEFA OWECR OWEP OWEFA
ESEA .52** .53** .28* .62** .57** .36**
EGEA .58** .46** .26* .82** .66** .62**
EOEA
CFEB .55** .51** .46** .42** .36** .36**
OFEB .53** .43** .52** .36** .32** .40**
CESCES
PR .59** .53** .45** .49** .47** .43**
PRC .69** .63** .51** .51** .46** .42**
PV .70** .65** .62** .53** .54** .49**
DEP1 -.29* -.19 -.29* -.22 -.21 -.21
DEP2 -.24* -.16 -.24* -.20 -.08 -.16
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APPENDIX G:
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
BY STATE
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Table G.l
Summary o f Person Product Moment Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables
For Kentucky (n=l 11)
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA -----  .55** .63** .45** .20* .39** .22* .07 -.11 .03
EGEA -----  .59* • .44** .35** .45»* .33** -.15 -.33** -.22*
CFEB ---- .68** .28** .56* • .35** -.05 -.29** « © 00
OFEB ---- .34** .50** .42* • -.17 -.20* -.18
PR ---- ■67*» .69** -.78*» -.41 •• -.40* •
PRC ---- .56** -.45»» -.72** -.22*
PV ---- -.33** -.20* -.53**
DEP1 ----- .50* • .57**
DEP2 ---- .36* •
DEP3 ----
• •  p< .01 
* jx .0 5
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Table G.2
Summary of Person Product Moment Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables
For Louisiana (n=249)
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA ---- .54** .50** .39** .16* .24** .30»* -.01 -.07 -.05
EGEA ---- .58** .53** .37** .41 •• .46** -.14* -.22** -.13*
CFEB ---- .73** .37** .53** -S4*» -.16* -.34**
OFEB ---- .46* • 50*» .51** -23*» -29»* -.22**
PR ---- .63** .58** -.77** -.30** -.2S«
PRC ---- .61 •• -.42** -.68** -.31**
PV ---- -.34** -.31** -.62**
DEP1 ---- .48** .46**
DEP2 ---- .49* •
DEP3 ----
• •  JX  .01
* p c  .05
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Table G.3
Summary of Person Product Moment Interconelations Among Independent Variables
For North Carolina (n=138f
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA ------ .50** .47** .42** .34** .43** .39** -04** -.28** -.03
EGEA ----- .57** .54** .38** .54** .47** -.12** -.27** -.18*
CFEB ---- .76** .43** .57** .54** -.16 -.39** -.26**
OFEB ---- .48** .(SO** .55** -.17 -.37** -.19*
PR ---- .64** .69** -.72** -.53** -.48**
PRC ---- .69** -.34** -.72** -.43**
PV ---- -.28** -.40** -.60**
DEPI ---- .59** .62**
DEP2 ---- .55**
DEP3 ----
••p < .0 1
• p< .05
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Table G.4
Summary of Person Product Moment Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables
for Texas fn=26D
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA -----  .50** .46* • .37** .11 .23** .30** .14* -.06 -.02
EGEA -----  .49** .44** .29** .41 • • .27** -.03 -.27** -.03
CFEB ---- .68** .34** .49** .37** -.15* -.35** -.20**
OFEB ---- .40** .56** .39** -.10 -.32** -.11
PR ----- .59** .42** -.61 •• -.34** -.13
PRC ----- .62** -.24** -.70** -.35**
PV ---- -.06 -.33** -.55**
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Table G.5
Summary of Person Product Moment Intercorrelations Among Independent Variables 
for Wisconsin fn=89~l
ESEA EGEA CFEB OFEB PR PRC PV DEPI DEP2 DEP3
ESEA ------ .57** .37** .28* .27* .45** .46** .10 -.09 -.01
EGEA -----  .55** .49** .51** .49* • .52** -.21 -.08 -.05
CFEB ---- .70** .47** .52** .57** -.22* -.10 -.28*
OFEB ---- .53** .55** .53** -.27* -.20 -.24*
PR ---- .65** .66** -.73** -.19 -.26*
PRC ---- .72** -.30* -.58** -.30*
PV ---- -.24* -.30* -.49**
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APPENDIX H:
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR MEASURE SUBSCALES
BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Table H.l
Summary o f Item Means and Standard Deviations for the ESEA. EGEA. EOEA.
CESCES. IPOEE. and IPOWEE Measures bv Gender (n=845)
Male Female
(n=421) (n=363)
Subscale M SD M SD
CESCES-PR (7) 20.0 3.8 19.5 4.1
CESCES-PRC (7) 19.7 3.6 19.8 3.5
CESCES-PV (6) 17.4 3.1 17.8 3.0
DEPI (7) 5.1 3.4 6.1 3.8
DEP2 (7) 4.7 2.6 5.1 2.7
DEP3 (6) 3.8 2.4 4.3 2.5
ESEA (10) 31.8 4.5 32.2 4.9
EGEA (12) 36.6 6.5 36.0 7.2
EOEA-CFEB (6) 17.8 3.6 18.2 3.5
EOEA-OFEB (5) 12.6 3.4 13.2 3.5
IPOEE-OECR (4) 10.5 2.5 10.4 2.6
IPOEE-OEP (4) 12.9 2.1 12.8 2.0
IPOEE-OEFA (4) 11.1 2.2 10.9 2.3
IPOWEE-OWECR (5) 14.6 2.9 14.0 3.1
IPOWEE-OWEP (3) 9.9 1.7 9.6 1.7
IPOWEE-OWEFA (3) 9.3 1.5 8.9 1.6
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Table H.2
Summary of Item Means and Standard Deviations for the ESEA. EGEA. EOEA.
CESCES. IPOEE. and IPOWEE Measures bv Age Category (n-845)
20-29 years old 30-39 years old 40-49 years old
(n=75) (n=156) (n=308)
Subscale M SD M SD M SD
CESCES-PR (7) 20.7 3.5 19.5 4.2 19.4 3.9
CESCES-PRC (7) 20.8 3.0 19.4 3.6 19.4 3.7
CESCES-PV (6) 18.5 2.8 17.6 3.1 17.4 3.1
DEPI (7) 5.3 3.2 5.5 3.9 5.8 3.6
DEP2 (7) 4.1 2.0 5.1 2.8 5.1 2.8
DEP3 (6) 3.5 2.1 3.8 2.5 4.2 2.5
ESEA (10) 31.8 4.2 31.8 4.5 31.7 5.1
EGEA (12) 37.8 6.5 35.8 6.3 35.7 7.4
EOEA-CFEB (6) 18.3 3.2 17.7 3.8 17.8 3.6
EOEA-OFEB (5) 14.0 3.2 12.8 3.5 12.7 3.9
IPOEE-OECR (4) 11.3 2.1 10.6 2.5 10.1 2.6
IPOEE-OEP (4) 13.0 1.9 12.6 2.0 12.8 2.0
IPOEE-OEFA (4) 11.2 2.0 10.8 2.3 10.9 2.3
IPOWEE-OWECR (5) 15.0 2.4 14.3 3.0 14.0 3.2
IPOWEE-OWEP (3) 9.8 1.4 9.7 1.6 9.6 1.8
IPO WEE-0 WEF A (3) 9.2 1.3 9.0 1.7 9.0 1.7
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Table H.2 (cont.)
50-59 years old 60 or more years old
(n=250) (n=36)
Subscale M SD M SD
CESCES-PR (7) 20.0 3.8 21.3 4.0
CESCES-PRC (7) 20.1 3.3 21.1 3.8
CESCES-PV (6) 17.6 3.0 18.4 2.9
DEPI (7) 5.4 3.6 5.3 3.4
DEP2 (7) 4.8 2.6 4.6 2.5
DEP3 (6) 4.1 2.5 4.3 2.3
ESEA (10) 32.4 4.6 33.1 3.7
EGEA (12) 36.4 6.5 39.4 5.4
EOEA-CFEB (6) 18.0 3.4 19.4 2.6
EOEA-OFEB (5) 12.8 3.2 14.8 2.8
IPOEE-OECR (4) 10.6 2.5 11.1 2.2
IPOEE-OEP (4) 12.9 2.1 13.3 1.9
IPOEE-OEFA (4) 11.2 2.2 12.3 1.8
IPO WEE-0 WECR (5) 14.5 3.0 14.6 1.9
IPO WEE-0 WEP (3) 9.8 1.7 10.2 1.2
IPO WEE-0 WEFA13) 9.3 1.5 9.9 1.1
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Table H.3
Summary of Item Means and Standard Deviations for the ESEA. EGEA. EOEA.
CESCES. IPOEE. and 1POWEE Measures bv Ethnicity (n=845)
African American Asian American Caucasian
(n=40) (n=2) (n=745)
Subscale M SD M SD M SD
CESCES-PR (7) 22.1 4.6 21.5 2.1 19.6 3.9
CESCES-PRC (7) 22.5 4.1 19.0 5.7 19.6 3.4
CESCES-PV (6) 20.3 3.1 14.5 7.8 17.4 3.0
DEPI (7) 5.1 3.6 3.5 2.1 5.6 3.7
DEP2 (7) 4.4 2.4 6.0 .0 4.9 2.7
DEP3 (6) 3.8 2.1 4.0 .0 4.1 2.5
ESEA (10) 34.3 4.4 36.0 4.2 31.8 4.7
EGEA (12) 40.4 5.0 43.0 7.1 36.0 6.9
EOEA-CFEB (6) 19.9 3.7 18.0 0.0 17.8 3.5
EOEA-OFEB (5) 16.2 2.8 13.0 2.8 12.7 3.4
IPOEE-OECR (4) 11.2 2.4 12.5 4.9 10.4 2.5
IPOEE-OEP (4) 13.2 1.8 13.5 2.1 12.8 2.0
IPOEE-OEFA (4) 11.6 2.2 11.5 2.1 11.0 2.2
IPOWEE-OWECR (5) 14.8 2.5 14.5 6.4 14.2 3.1
IPOWEE-OWEP (3) 9.8 1.7 10.0 1.4 9.7 1.7
IPOWEE-OWEFA (3) 9.6 1.4 18.0 2.1 9.1 1.6
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CESCES-PR (7) 19.3 3.9 17.7 4.5
CESCES-PRC (7) 18.7 3.8 18.4 5.4
CESCES-PV (6) 18.1 3.6 17.0 3.1
DEPI (7) 6.8 3.2 7.7 6.0
DEP2 (7) 6.5 3.0 5.0 2.9
DEP3 (6) 5.2 2.9 5.1 3.2
ESEA (10) 33.7 4.4 33.7 4.7
EGEA (12) 36.2 6.0 35.1 4.5
EOEA-CFEB (6) 18.9 2.8 17.3 3.9
EOEA-OFEB (5) 13.2 4.3 12.2 3.3
IPOEE-OECR (4) 11.6 2.5 9.8 3.1
IPOEE-OEP (4) 13.4 2.1 11.8 1.9
1POEE-OEFA (4) 11.5 2.9 10.7 2.9
IPOWEE-OWECR (5) 15.1 2.2 13.5 2.6
IPOWEE-OWEP (3) 10.0 1.6 9.7 1.8
IPOWEE-OWEFA (3) 9.4 1.7 9.1 1.5
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